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1 LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA; THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2003

2 MEETING COMMENCED AT 9:20 A.M.

3 TRANSCRIBED ITEM BEGAN AT 10:56 A.M.

4 --000--

5

6 CHAIRPERSON CLOKE: Come back to order, please,

7 and take your seats now.

8 Ms. Harris, can you read the opening

9 statement for Sunshine Canyon Landfill continued from
10 the July 24, 2003, Board meeting.
11 MR. SAMS: This is the continuation, so perhaps
12 you should not read the original statement.
13 CHAIRPERSON CLOKE: | would still like to swear
14 in everybody who is going to give testimony today.
15 MR. SAMS: That's correct.
16 CHAIRPERSON CLOKE: So this is a continuation of
17 the Sunshine Canyon City Landfill Application, and this
18 matter is continued from the July 24th, 2003, Board
19 meeting.
20 If you are here to give testimony on this
21 matter or you plan to speak on this matter today, please
22 stand, raise your hand, and repeat after me.
23 (Audience members stand and repeat the
24 oath with Chairperson Cloke.)

25 CHAIRPERSON CLOKE: | promise to tell the truth,
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the whole truth, and nothing but the truth under penalty
of perjury.
CHAIRPERSON CLOKE: Thank you very much.

Okay. It's eleven o'clock, almost
eleven o'clock. So that the audience knows what to
expect, we have a lot of speaker cards. The order of
presentation today is going to begin with our staff who
are going to make the official staff presentation.

They are going to be followed by

Dr. Stratton and Dr. Simon who are -- Dr. Stratton

works for OEHHA and Dr. Simon works for the L.A. County

Department of Health. But they are here today in
response to questions which the Board raised at the
July 24th meeting and are really an addendum to our
staff report.

We may, at that time, find that it is an
appropriate time to take a lunch break and go into
closed session, depending on how long that section
takes. So | cannot tell you now, but either before or
immediately after lunch, depending on the timing, we
will take the representatives from the elected
officials' offices.

Following that, we will ask the members of
the discharger team -- | think there are five or six

people on that -- to make their presentation. That
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presentation has a 30-minute tine lint onit.

And we will then take individual testinony
fromother interested parties and if you have -- if this
is your first time speaking to this Board on this
matter, the clock will be set for three minutes. |If
this is your second tinme speaking to the Board on this
matter, the clock will be set for one minute. However,
peopl e speaking for the second tine, if you have new or
addi tional information which suppl enents what you told
us at the July 24th neeting, we will extend your tine to
hear that new i nformation

And | want to rem nd everybody who's here
today that this Board has had several public hearings
which we either attended or read the transcripts of the
July neeting. W have heard this matter several tines
sitting as a full Board plus your testinmony. W have
read the transcripts fromthe July 24th neeting. So we
had anot her opportunity to review your testinony in the
transcripts. W have read what is, | believe, the third
iteration of the staff report on this now And so
don't want anybody to feel that you have, in any way,
had your opportunity to speak curtailed in any way.

However, | think we all hope this hearing
will be over today, and | ask for everybodys

cooperation, and | appreciate it very nuch
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So with that information, | would like to
ask for our staff to begin their presentation.

Excuse me, M. Dickerson.

| had heard that sonme people were having
troubl e heari ng.

If for some reason you can't hear, if you
could just raise your hand and hold it up there, and |
Will -- until I nod at you or sonething. | will try to
make sure that everybody gets to hear everything to the
best of my ability to do so. Thank you.

MR. DI CKERSON. Thank you, Madam Chair, nenbers
of the Board, good norning.

Again, for the record, ny nane is Dennis
D ckerson. |'mthe Executive Oficer of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. | would like to
acknow edge two staff who |'ve been working with very
closely on this matter, Rod Nel son, who is the chief of
our landfills unit, and his staff nenber, Weng Yang.

Bot h of them have been very instrunental
in obviously preparing this presentation for ny behalf,
wor king up the WDRs for you, and in essence just doing
an incredible job I think in pulling together for this
assignnent, and | thank them both very nuch for their
assi st ance.

At the special Board neeting on July 24th,
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2003, the Board heard the tentative pernmit, including
Wast e Di scharge Requirenments, WDRs, and the Monitoring
the Reporting Program MRP, for the proposed Phase | of
Cty Landfill Unit 2 expansion at Sunshi ne Canyon
Landfill.

For the remainder of this presentation, |
will refer to this as the "Proposed Landfill Expansion."

In July, the Board decided to continue the
hearing to a later Board neeting and directed staff to
gather nore information and clarify the proposed project
in response to public concerns raised at the hearing.
Because this hearing has been continued fromthe special
Board neeting, ny presentation will be focused on those
questions raised by the Board and will not include
details that have been covered at the special Board
nmeeti ng previously.

I would now like to briefly orient you to
the site location and the surroundi ng areas. Sunshine
Canyon Landfill is located at the border between the
City of Los Angeles and the unincorporated territory of
Los Angel es County, to the west of the intersection of
the Colden State Freeway, 1-5, and the Antel ope Valley
Freeway, State Route 14.

The facility is surrounded by the Santa

Susanna Mountains to the north and west, and the
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communities of Granada Hills and Sylmar to the south and
east. The Owelveny Park in the Cty of Los Angeles is

| ocated to the west and southwest of the [andfil
property, while the Bal boa Inlet Tunnel and the

Los Angel es Reservoir are located to the east and

sout heast of the landfill.

Water fromthe California Aqueduct flows
through the tunnel to the Jensen Filtration Plant, and
it's stored in the reservoir, which is approximately a
mle and a half to the entrance of the landfill.

And this photograph gives you the genera
orientation of that with the landfill located in the
center upper right area and the freeways' to the
i medi ate right of that. And down bel ow the freeways,
there you can see the filtration plant and the
conmuni ties.

The permitting of any landfill is a
conpl ex endeavor that involves nmany agencies wth
speci fic and sonetines overlapping authorities. The
facility operations, including adequate dust and litter
control, are regulated by the California Integrated
Wast e Managenent Board and through a pernmit issued by
the Local Enforcenent Agency, L.E. A, which in this case
is the Gty of Los Angeles.

The permit issued by the Cty of
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Los Angeles is in your binder nmaterials at page 12-466.
The Cty will have a full-time inspector assigned to the
Cty landfill as is the case for the currently operating
County extension landfill.

Landfill gas enission at and near the
facility are regulated by the South Coast Air Quality
Managenent District, and the Regi onal Board's proposed
WDRs are focused on preventing and managi ng any
potential contamination of surface and groundwater.

Now I "Il be getting into a series of
slides that specifically respond to the questions that
you raised at the July neeting. The first being the
guestion of sewer system capacity.

The di scharger, BFI, is required to
di scharge all |eachate and gas condensate as well as
certain other waste water, such as contani nated
groundwater, to the City of Los Angel es sewer system
Staff have confirned that the sewer system has adequate
capacity to take the increased volune of liquid if the
entire City/County landfill is developed; that is to
say, all phases of the landfill. Both the quantity and
quality of waste water discharge to the sewer system
fromthe landfill are regulated by an industrial waste
wat er di scharge pernit issued by the City of Los

Angel es.
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BFI is currently permitted to discharge up
to 66,200 gallons per day of waste water to the sewer
system This conpares to the current discharge rate
whi ch averages about 17,000 gal |l ons per day.

BFI reports that the projected total
vol ure of discharge after the conpletion of all phases
of the City/County landfill is approxinmately 49, 000
gal I ons per day, while the sewerline receives waste
water fromthe landfill, can handle a peak flow of up to
324,000 gal l ons per day.

Staff have received confirmation fromthe
City Bureau of Sanitation that there is adequate
capacity in the sewer systemto take all projected waste
wat er di scharged fromthe proposed expansi on of the
Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill with a substantial margin of
capacity remaining.

Next, 1'll be talking with respect to
potential inmpacts on drinking water. The Los Angel es
Department of Water and Power owns the Los Angel es
Reservoir which is located within approxi mately
two miles of the landfill. |In a letter dated August 29
2003, to the Regional Board, M. Frank Sal as, Chief
Adnministrative Oficer of the DWP., stated in part,
and 1'll quote:

"Any potential adverse inpact to the

10
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Los Angel es Reservoir because of Sunshine

Canyon Landfill is negligible at this

time," unquote.

You can find this letter in your binder at
page 12-0.1-17.

Separately, Metropolitan Water District,
MWD., owns the nearby Jensen Filtration Plant and
Aqueduct. |In correspondence received too late to
i nclude in your binder, M. Ron Gastellum (ph) Chief
Executive Oficer of MWD., stated, in part, and |'1l]I
quot e here:

"It is essential that engineered
systenms be in place to prevent |eachate
and landfill gas fromentering any of our
facilities. These pollution prevention
systens are feasible and required by
applicable state and federal landfill
construction and operations standards,"
unquot e.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M. Dickerson, what nane was
t hat agai n?

MR DI CKERSON: That was M. Gastellumfrom
M W D.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ckay. | just didn't hear

you.

11
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MR DICKERSON. As | will point out later, the
tentative WDRs contain requirenents that are nore
stringent than applicable state and federal regul ations.
Additionally, the specific issue is addressed in the
Fi nal Suppl enental Environnental |npact Report,
or FSEIR, with input fromboth MWD. and the Depart nent
of Water and Power for L.A. The FSEIR found no
significant inpact to these drinking water resources.
That is found -- or at least staff identified that on
pages 3-92, 93, and 3-126 and 127 in the FSEIR

| would note for the record that staff
provided CD s of the FSEIR for you, for your reference,
and it will be included as part of the adninistrative
record.

During the operational history of the
landfill, there have been no conplaints received from
t hese water agencies regarding any water quality issues.

Next, you asked us to take a look in
greater detail with respect to the Corrective Action
Program | n accordance with the California Code of
Regul ations, Title 27, BFl is currently inplenenting an
eval uation nmonitoring programat the City Side |landfil
for the protection of volatile organic conpounds -- by
that | nmean the old landfill -- and high concentrations

of some inorgani c conpounds at the site.

12
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An eval uation nonitoring programis
normally followed by a Corrective Action Program when
the nature and extent of contamination is assessed.

As directed by the Board at the speci al
Board neeting, staff has incorporated a Corrective
Action Programinto the text of the tentative WOR. The
Corrective Action Programwas received from BFI August
7th, and portions of that docunent are referenced in the
change sheet of Section I, found on page 12-0.1-12.

The Corrective Action Programincludes the
foll owi ng specific provisions:

Construction of an inperneabl e surface
barrier; a cutoff wall across the nouth of the canyon.
The cutoff wall will be keyed into bedrock and will cut
off the flow of groundwater within the shallow all uvial
zone; installation and operation of extraction wells to
renove groundwater from behind the cutoff wall. This
will control the water |levels to achieve an inward
gradi ent and, thereby, prevent any polluted water from
flowi ng out of the canyon;

Upgr adi ng and conti nued operation of the

exi sting groundwater extraction trench that is |ocated

upgradi ent of the proposed cutoff wall; ongoing upgrades
and operation of the Gty Side landfill, the old
landfill, gas collection system to prevent VOCs from

13



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

landfill gas fromgetting into groundwater; and
nodi fication and upgradi ng of the groundwater nonitoring
systemat the old City Side landfill.

The next slide will show you a photo which
shows the locations of the projected cutoff wall and
exi sting groundwater extraction trench. Locations of
new groundwater nmonitoring wells are displayed as yell ow
dot s.

Wthin 30 days of the adoption of the
order by the Board, should you adopt it, BFI is required
to subnit a detailed construction plan for executive
of ficer approval. The red Iines on this slide represent
the footprint of the old City Side landfill.

G oundwater flowin this area is generally fromwest to
east .

It should be pointed out, while the
Corrective Action Programis being inplenented, the
Regi onal Board has the authority to order additiona
corrective neasures if the existing programis not
adequate to protect ground and surface water resources.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M. Dickerson, can you sl ow
down a little bit? W're trying to turn our pages, and
we' re having trouble keeping up with you.

MR, DI CKERSON:  Ckay.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: |'m | ooking for the nmap

14
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that's on the slide right now, and I'm1looking in the
Corrective Action Program But | don't see the map. 1Is
that where it is, or should | be | ooking sonepl ace el se?

MR. DICKERSON. | was referring to the change
sheet, 0.1-12, not to the map. The map is actually --

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE:  |'m | ooking at 0.1-12, and
don't see a map here.

M5. DIAMOND: There is no map

You're referring to the change sheet, and
the map that's up on -- that map, is that --

MR. DICKERSON: Yes, that's correct. The nmap is
on the first -- | should say the photo is what |'m
referring to.

M5. DIAMOND: Do we have a copy of that nmap?

MR DICKERSON: | think you have it in your
handouts of the slides.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: We didn't get handouts of the
sli des.

W're trying to follow this in our books,
and we're rapidly turning pages while you're tal king.

MR. DI CKERSON: Looks like we nmay need a coupl e
vol unteers to pass out the naterial

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: If you just go slowy enough
we coul d just keep going. Just give us a chance to turn

our pages.

15
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MR DI CKERSON: Ckay. Well, would you like ne to
go over the last page again for you?

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Yes, pl ease.

MR DICKERSON: Al right. I'mgoing to be
referring to the photo. This photo shows the |ocations
of the projected cutoff wall and existing groundwater
extraction trench. Locations of new groundwater
nmonitoring wells are displayed as yell ow dots.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: So these are new?

MR, DI CKERSON:  New.

Wthin 30 days of the adoption of the
order by the Board, should you adopt it, BFI would be
required to subnit a detailed construction plan for
executive officer approval. The red lines on this slide
represent the footprint of the old City Side landfill.

The groundwater flowin this area is
generally fromwest to east -- west on the left side,
towards the east to the right.

It should be pointed out that while the
Corrective Action Programis being inplenented, the
Regi onal Board has the authority to order additiona
corrective neasures if the existing programis not
adequate to protect the ground and surface water
resour ces.

Next I'Il be tal king about a proposed

16
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revi sion of the groundwater nonitoring program

Wth respect to the proposed Mnitoring
and Reporting Program the Board directed staff to
consider requiring off-site groundwater nonitoring wells
in the pernit at the special Board neeting.

Staff has evaluated the nonitoring program
and recomrend the following revision that will increase
the range of groundwater nonitoring at the site, both
laterally and vertically.

First, include groundwater nonitoring well

MM5 and -- by the way, the next slide will show you

where these are |located. |nclude groundwater nonitoring
well MAM5, which is currently a standby well [ocated at
the northeastern border of the landfill into the regular

nonitoring program increase the nonitoring frequency of
two deep groundwater nonitoring wells, DWM1 and DW4,
fromsem -annual to quarterly nonitoring; and
i mpl enent ati on of the proposed Corrective Action
Program

This will result in the installation of
three additional groundwater nonitoring wells
downgradient to the cutoff wall, as shown on the
previous slide, and one additional groundwater
nonitoring well located at a |l ocation to be determn ned

by Board staff in the future.

17
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The next slide -- actually the map -- or
the photo will be on the one following this. The loca
geol ogy supports the use of the on-site nonitoring as |
j ust descri bed.

In a coment letter on the final EIR
1991, M. Ml Blevins, who until recently was the
Wat ermaster for the Upper Los Angel es River Area,
observed that the | ocal groundwater was confined to the
thin layer of alluviumin the canyon and that any
contam nation fromthe landfill could be nitigated by
the construction of a cutoff wall keyed to bedrock
Staff concurs with this observation

Since, for the proposed landfill, the
groundwat er flow would be intercepted by such a cutoff
wal | and any contami nation that were to find its way
beyond the clay and synthetic nmenbrane |iner would be
the shallow alluvial flow and intercepted by the cutoff
wall, the need for an additional on-site nmonitoring well
is not essential in this case.

The main point being that the nonitoring
wells that are on site and as nodified by the staff
reconmendati on woul d provi de adequate warni ng of any
contam nati on and additional wells, including off-site
wel I's, could, under existing authority, be required by

t he executive officer should the need arise. And that

18
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could be required under provisions of 13267. It could
be i ndependent of any pending WDR. It could be
sonmething that | could respond to or any executive
officer in the future could respond to at any tine,
shoul d the need ari se.

And, now, the slide that you have on your
monitor, this slide shows the |ocations of groundwater
monitoring wells at the entrance area of the landfill.
You can see the road to the right and the freeway in the
upper right corner. And the entrance road is down
below, I think, right there, right near M¥1, | think

Al right. The red lines represent the
footprint to the old Gty Side landfill, while the brown
line represents BFI's property boundary. Light blue
dots are those wells involved in the upgradi ng of the
nonitoring programthat was nentioned in the |last few
slides. The green dots represent existing nonitoring
wel I's, and yell ow dots are approxi nate | ocations of
nmonitoring wells required in the Corrective Action
Program

Pl ease note that MM5, which is the well
that we're recommendi ng be increased in its use, is
downgradi ent of MM 1, which is currently nonitored
quarterly. MM1 has not shown any contam nation from

the landfill in the nonitoring results. Because MM5 is

19
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on the flow path of groundwater fromMM¥1 to off-site,
it will provide further downgradi ent nonitoring to
confirm MW 1.

The installation of off-site nonitoring
wel I s are necessary when there are indications
pollutants fromthe landfill are noving close to or
across the property boundary. And, as | noted earlier,
there is the existing authority to require that -- and
we woul d require that -- whenever that condition
occurred. So, for exanple, if anything were to crop up
in MM1, it would be appropriate -- nore than
appropriate at that tine to have an additional off-site
wel | .

Next 1'lIl be referring to 1, 4-Di oxane

In July, | reported the detection of
1, 4- Di oxane, a pollutant that had not been detected
previously at several groundwater nmonitoring wells, the
old City Side landfill.

The Board required the extent of this
pol lutant to be characterized. In response, staff had
revised the tentative pernmt to include D oxane as an
i ndi cator paraneter, and that will be analyzed in all
wat er sanples fromall nonitoring points at the
landfill.

This is referenced on page T-8, and it is

20
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part of your change sheet that you have before you.

The nature and extent of Di oxane
contamination at the site will be evaluated under the
Corrective Action Program Because the detection of
Di oxane is in the sane general area where VOCs have been
detected previously, the corrective nmeasures included in
the Corrective Action Programare also applicable to the
remedi ati on of Di oxane contanmination. BFI will be
required to institute additional renedi ation neasures if
t he Regi onal Board determines that such neasures are
necessary for the renediation of Di oxane.

Next, a nunber of questions were raised
regarding the landfill liner, its integrity; and staff
have reviewed the liner requirenents to ensure that the
proposed liner systemw |l be protective of groundwater
resources at the site, and staff are recomendi ng
i mprovenents to the liner system These changes are
noted in the change sheet as required, D3.

This tabl e conpares constructi on standards
that are required in state and federal regulations,

t hose proposed by BFI in its application and those
required in the revised tentative pernit.

As can be seen, the proposed standards are
hi gher than what are required in the regul ations, and

the standards included in the tentative pernit are

21
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substantially higher than originally proposed.

To give you a sense of how protective the
clay liner will be, consider that the rate which water
wi Il pass through a given thickness of clay is related
to the hydraulic conductivity of clay, which is about a
tenth of a foot per year. W estimate that any water
reaching the clay liner portion -- and renenber the
wat er must first pass through the synthetic liner to
reach the clay layer -- it would take 10 years for that
water to pass through two-foot thick clay |ayer and 20
years to pass through a four-foot clay |ayer.

Al so note the synthetic liner itself is
i mperneable to water, and our reconmendations will
i ncrease the thickness of the synthetic liner to inprove
its ability to sustain any stress that night lead to
teari ng.

On the next line you'll see a conparison
of the baseline of our system This slide conpares the
basel i ne of our systemwi th what is required in the
tentative permt.

Pl ease note that what is displayed are the
di fferences between the proposed and what the pernit
requi res standards and are not drawn to scale. As can
be seen, the thickness of the base clay liner has been

increased fromthe originally proposed two feet to

22



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

four feet. That's our proposal. The thickness of the
pl astic sheet has been increased fromthe originally
proposed 60 nmils to 80 nmls, and one nmil| equals
one-thousandth of an inch (sic).

Next, this slide explains the difference
bet ween the proposed slope liner with the slope liner
required in the tentative WDRs. As indicated here, the
t hi ckness of the plastic liner has been increased or is
bei ng proposed to be increased from60 nils to 80 mils
(sic).

Staff believe that considering the | ow
perneability of the bedrock at that site, the water
systeminitially proposed in the WODRs was protective of
t he groundwat er resources. The upgrading to the
proposed liner system as proposed and recomended now,
will nmake the landfill contai nment system even nore
reliable and is, therefore, a nore conservative
appr oach.

Wth respect to the currently operating
County extension landfill resulting in the renoval of
3.8 acres of wetlands, the final closure of the inactive
City Side, old Cty Side Landfill requires the renoval
of an additional 1.97 acres of land. And this is
specifically for construction of the southern basin at

the mouth of Sunshine Canyon, and that was previously

23



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

approved.

The current proposed expansion of the
proposed landfill before you today will result in
renoval of 3.41 acres of recurring habitat and wetl and.
The total area of wetland to be inpacted by the
landfill, therefore, is 9.18 acres. However, it should
be noted this does not include wetlands renoved by the
closed, old City Landfill before the current wetl and
regul ations went into effect. Based on the FSEIR, there
will be no additional wetland inpacts associated with
any future landfill expansion.

In accordance with the Federal C ean Vater
Act, BFlI nust obtain a formfor a pernmit. That refers
to a section of the Cean Water Act fromthe U S. Arny
Corps of Engineers for renoval of any wetl ands including
streans on any site. As a condition of obtaining a 404
permt, BFI nust apply for the 401 certification from
t he Regi onal Board, denonstrating conpliance with the
state water quality regul ations.

The issuance of a 404 pernit and 401
certificate ensures that no net |oss of wetlands will
occur. The 401 certification application and proposed
expansion is awaiting action and has been del ayed
pendi ng the outcone of this proceeding.

Quite sinply, in fact, this is a very
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inmportant point. |If this WDRis not approved, there is
no need for 401 certification, and its issuance of the
WDR woul d result in wetlands renmoval prior to the WDR

i ssuance. So, therefore, staff has held off on its

approval .

For the final closure of the old Gty
Landfill and new construction of the proposed City
landfill expansion, BFI submitted mitigation plans and

proposed a wetl ands restoration programof up to
50 acres in size at the Chastworth Reservoir Nature
Preserve. Wiile staff preference is that all mitigation
occur within the sane watershed as the inpact --
however, due to the mitigation size requirenent and the
| ack of suitable areas within the |ocal watershed
Regi onal Board and Board Corps Engi neering staff have
conferred and agreed that the Chastworth Reservoir site
as proposed is the nost appropriate area for mitigation.
Staff believe that using this site wll
i ncrease the likelihood of success because | arger
mtigation sites are usually nore successful. A larger
buffer from devel opnent is provided and the property in
this case is owned by the Gty. It should be noted that
the renoval of wetlands would trigger a requirenment to
replace wetland by at minimuma ratio of three-to-one,

resulting in a larger wetland after re-establishnment
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than that which existed previously.

The old Gty Landfill has been cl osed
since 1991. The final closure of the old City Landfil
is not yet conplete because, in sone portions of the
landfill, the thickness of the vinyl cover is |ess than
six feet, and six feet is required in the final closure
requi renent and the sedinent basin |ocated at the nouth
of the canyon that is required in the final closure plan
has not yet been constructed.

Final closure activities are currently
ongoing at the site and are expected to be conpl eted
within 180 days. This date is re-affirned in the
proposed pernmit. To ensure the proper construction of
the Iiner systemat the proposed landfill, the tentative
permit prohibits the construction of the new | andfil
liner systemon the slopes of the existing landfil
until final closure is conpleted.

Anot her question was rai sed regarding
nmtigation of Cak tree | osses. The devel opnent of any
landfill will result in the renoval of the existing
vegetation. That's just a given. But in particular the
| oss of any existing Qak trees in the area, obviously,
woul d be inpacted by the landfill.

The mitigation of Cak tree | osses at the

site are regul ated by Gak Tree renpval pernmits that are
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i ssued by the Gty or County of Los Angeles. The
devel opnent for the County extension landfill resulted
in renoval of approximately 3,600 Cak trees while the
devel opnent of proposed City landfill expansion will
result in renoval of an additional 510 Cak trees.

It is anticipated that BFlI would be
required to nitigate at a | oss of two-to-one ratio.
That woul d nean they would have to provide 1,020 trees
in mtigation. According to BFl, it has so far planted
over 15,000 Cak trees along the ridgeline of Sunshine
Canyon. The previous nitigation efforts have been
successful with Cak trees now eight years old with crown

spreads 20 feet or nore reaching heights of 25 to

30 feet.

BFI has applied for a tree pernmit for the
proposed City landfill expansion fromthe Cty of
Los Angeles. It's ny understanding, the permt has not

yet been issued and a subsequent public hearing will be
held by the Gty of Los Angeles.

BFI has proposed to mitigate by planting
trees in a 100-acre buffer zone which is |ocated south
of the inactive landfill and adjacent to residentia
areas. Additional mitigation will be acconplished by
transplanting trees to Gty parks, supplying |arge,

nursery-size trees to the Gty and a conmitnent to
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mai ntain and nonitor planted mitigation trees for a
period of five years. And this is information that was
reported to us by BFI

Fugi ti ve dust em ssions and odors.

Board staff reviewed the possibility
pollutants fromthe landfill may be carried off the
landfill during high wind conditions. That's been
commonly referred to as a "wind tunnel factor," and that
landfill gas and | eachate might cause air problens in
the |l ocal comunity.

The issue of landfill fugitive dust
em ssions during high wind conditions has been addressed
inthe final FSEIR and that was | ocated on pages 3-22
t hrough 3-26 of Appendix A. And the FSElIR concl uded
that with mitigation neasures, significant inpacts from
fugitive dust emnissions would be substantially reduced.

Wth respect to air quality in the area, a
BFI consul tant has been conducting daily nmonitoring for
particul ates and di esel exhaust emi ssions in the
residential community for over one year. The
nmet hodol ogy of the study was reviewed by the Gty of
Los Angel es, and data obtained in the study so far has
been consistent with nmonitoring data obtained by
A Q M D.

Wth regard to the odor problem it was
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reported near the sewerline that carries | eachate from
the landfill. It is nmy understanding that the Gty of
Los Angel es Bureau of Sanitation is currently conducting
an investigation and that the Gty will take appropriate
actions if it confirnms the existence of an odor problem

Wth respect to seismic stability, the
Board asked staff to determine if there is a difference
of opinion anmong the experts in terns of what the
seismic risk is at the site

In the past, there has been disagreenent
anong experts on what earthquake standard should be
applied to the design of the landfills in California.
As a result and to ensure that landfill designs are
adequate in this respect, the State Board contracted
with the State Departnent of Water Resources to review
the seismic stability of landfill designs. The
tentative WDRs require that the seismic stability
desi gns have the -- at the Sunshine Canyon Landfil
expansi on nmust be assessed by and pass a critical expert
review by the Departnent of Water Resources. |It's ny
under st andi ng that the designs are currently under
review at D.WR

As a rem nder, because of the extensive
seismic activities Southern California experienced in

t he past, the Regional Board has required Sunshine
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Canyon Landfill, and as in this tentative permt every
other operating Class Ill landfill in our region, to be
built using the sane and nore stringent standard that is
requi red for hazardous waste landfill.

Staff has al so responded to anot her
guestion you asked regarding trash reduction program
and that has to do with BFI's participation in and
support of a trash reduction prograns in the Gty of
Los Angel es.

It's our understanding that BFl wll
provi de approxinmately $3.3 mllion per year in franchise
fees to the City of Los Angeles, which will be used for
programs and activities in the Gty that will encourage
reduci ng, reusing, recycling resources and products.
These funds are in turn are prioritized by the Gty of
Los Angeles as to its specific use in supporting these
progr ans.

Because these activities are regul ated by
the Waste Board and the Gty of Los Angeles, they are
not directly related to the authority under which these
WDRs were based. They are not incorporated in the
tentative permt.

You nmay want to know, however, that in
accordance with the land use condition set forth by the

City of Los Angeles, BFlI has indicated their intention
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to establish an area at the landfill that is devoted to
recycling activities.

The designated area will have a public
conveni ence nmaterials recycling center and a green and
wood waste processing facility, not including conpost.
Activities at these facilities would divert recyclable
wast e from being discharged to the landfill.

You al so asked us to review the fact of
trash quality reduction, effective trash quality
reduction. Staff have reviewed the effect of the stated
intention of the Gty of Los Angeles to cease sending
waste to the proposed landfill in 2006.

The City of Los Angeles is review ng
di sposal options for the up to 3,500 tons per day of
waste that are collected by the City's Bureau of
Sanitation and which is currently being disposed at the
Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill. However, the renunining waste
generated daily by the City of Los Angeles is not
handl ed by the Bureau of Sanitation. Currently, BFI
turns away approximately 2,000 tons per day of waste and

closes early each day after its permtted daily capacity

i s reached.

Assuming the City of Los Angel es ceases to
use the proposed landfill expansion, it is anticipated
that operations at the landfill would not be
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significantly inpacted. In other words, there would
appear to be sufficient demand for the need for the
landfill based upon the trash generation that is
currently occurring both in the Gty and the outlying
conmuni ties.

Wth respect to the cunul ative inpacts of
the entire project, at the core of the landfil
permitting process is the devel opnent of an
Envi ronment al | nmpact Report, which is a conpilation of
the totality of environmental inpacts associated with
any project and the nitigation nmeasures associated with
t hose i npacts.

The cunul ative environnental inpacts from
the entire project, 451 acres, incorporating all phases,
have been identified and analyzed in the final FSEIR and
certified by the Gty of Los Angeles in 1999.

As we know, Sunshi ne Canyon is bisected by
the border between the Cty and County of Los Angel es.
BFI applied for a permit for only Phase 1 City l|andfil
expansi on instead of the entire site because such a
permt would be both a different kind and would be nore
admi ni stratively conpl ex.

Wien drafting the tentative pernmit, Board
staff is fully aware that BFl would apply for pernmits

for future phases of the landfill expansion and their
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requirenents in the tentative permt is |less stringent
fromwhat would be in a pernit that would cover the
entire contenpl ated project.

Now, I'Il turn to possible health inpacts
to the local community.

O all the questions posed by the Board at
our neeting in July, none has been nore difficult for
Regi onal Board staff to address than that regarding the
concerns expressed by Board nmenbers over the expressed
beliefs by nmenbers of the conmunity that their health
has been adversely affected by the presence of the
exi sting operational landfill fromthe long closed City
landfill.

In our effort to be responsive to your
concerns, we have been in communications with severa
nmedi cal experts who are the preeminent experts with the
Ofice of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the
County of Los Angel es Departnent of Health, and the
U S.C. Cancer Registry.

The Final Suppl emental and Environnenta
| npact Report, certified by the City of Los Angeles in
1999, which is preconditioned for this Regional Board to
issue a pernmit for the proposed landfill expansion, has
addressed the health concerns in sonme detail in

Sections 4.2.9, 4.9.5, and 6.1.1.
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Based on the input of two nedical experts,
nanely, Dr. Paul Papaneck of the Los Angel es County
Department of Health Services and Dr. Thomas Mack (ph)
of the University of Southern California, the fina
FSEIR concluded -- and I'Il quote here:

"The potential environnental inpacts
on human health woul d be considered |ess
than insignificant on the basis of
established criteria of public agencies,"
unquote, "and further," 1'll quote again,
"the proposed project will not create a
risk to human health if the facility is
operated and nonitored in accordance with
the regulatory requirenents of various
public health agencies," end quote.
Fol I owi ng rel ease of the Fina

Suppl enental and Environnmental |npact Report, Dr. Wendy
Cozen, of the University of Southern California Cancer
Surveil l ance Program exanined the areas surrounding the
landfill as part of the routine surveillance and

concl uded there's no evidence of excess cancer
occurrence localized to residents of the areas
surroundi ng the Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill.

Board staff requested Dr. Cozen to conduct

anot her cancer cluster study for the community
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surroundi ng the landfill subsequent to the July Board
neeting.

Dr. Cozen's Septenber 5th report, again,
found no evidence. And, with that, the report is in
your binder and also, | believe, Dr. Cozen will be
avai | abl e by tel ephone later today to respond to
questions and offer conmments.

And | do note that Dr. Stratton and
Dr. Paul Sinon of OEHHA and the Los Angel es County
Department of Public Health will be here to nake their
presentation and respond to questions as well.

MR. NAHAI: Dennis, would you refer us to the
page nunbers of Dr. Cozen's nost recent letter

MR DICKERSON: It should be -- | don't have
that. The nobst recent materials were subnmitted to you.

MR NAHAI: | have them | renmenber the letter
| just want to find it right now.

MR LAUFFER It's at 12-0.1-18.

MR NAHAI: Thank you.

MR DI CKERSON:. For the landfill or for any other
substance to cause adverse health inpacts, there nust be
pat hways to carry pollutants fromthe site to the hunman
popul ation. In the case of the proposed |andfil
expansi on, potential pathways nmay include ground and

surface water and airborne em ssions.
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Under the requirenments of the tentative
permit, no landfill Ieachate or contamni nated surface or
groundwat er should conme in contact with |ocal residents.
However, there remains sone | evel of uncertainty
regardi ng whether the old Gty landfill or the existing
County landfill have had any comunity inpacts.

The Regi onal Board may consider pernitting
to require BFI to investigate the possibilities that
heal th inmpacts nay occur as a result of the operation of
the old landfill that's closed or the currently
operating County landfill.

However, the paraneters of a health study
are beyond the ability of Regional Board staff to easily
determine. Qur conversations with health experts have
made it clear that there are several kinds of health
studi es that could be conducted -- each w th various
study limtations, cost and tinme factors to consider
Additionally, conpletion of a study with positive
results would not in and of itself deternine causation
There are many factors that may account for the results
of any given study. The determination of causation
woul d require additional studies.

|"ve asked Dr. Stratton of CEHHA to
i ntroduce you to this topic during his later remarks.

Al right. Options.
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The Board, again, has the follow ng
options regarding this item Adopting the tentative
WDRs as proposed; adopt the tentative WDRs wit h changes;
not adopting the tentative WDRs; or continuing the item
until a later public hearing.

Board staff believe that the tentative
WDRs and with the change sheets as noted will protect
water resources at the site. And | recommend that the
Regi onal Board adopt the WDRs, tentative WDRs as
appropriate, incorporating the change sheets and any
other provisions the Board may determnine are required as
an outgrow h of it's deliberations today including any
provi sions specifying the nature of any health study
deermed to be appropriate and necessary.

Now, at this point, | would like to ask
Rod Nel son and staff to come up and very briefly wal k
you through the change sheets that you have. And he'l
be followed by Dr. Stratton and Dr. Sinon, if that's
consistent with Chair direction.

| should say in addition to the change
sheets you have, there's one additional which is just a
deletion and that's bei ng handed out now.

MR. NELSON: Good norning, |I'm Rod Nelson, chief
of the landfills unit.

You shoul d just now be receiving from
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Dr. Weng, who is the staff responsible for witing the
tentative WDRs, a third change sheet that staff has

i ssued in response to several public hearings and
responses, questions, we received fromboth public and
board nenbers.

The first change sheet was actually
incorporated into the tentative Waste Di scharge
Requi renments that the Regional Board considered at the
July 24th neeting. These were prinmarily editorial
There were clarifying errors that that we nade in
statenments of fact.

The second nost significant change sheet
was sent to you by transnmittal on Septenber 5th, and
that can be found in pages 12-0.1-8 through 12-0.1-13.
These contain the changes that require the expanded
liner systemand the Corrective Action Program

The third change sheet which you just
received this norning just reflects changes to the
nmoni toring and reporting programas it was originally
submtted in July. At that tinme we had not received a
proposal for the Corrective Action Programfromthe
di scharger. Al we did was just change the wording in

the nmonitoring and reporting programto reflect the fact

that that is no longer anticipated but, in fact, we have

received it.
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"Il be glad to answer any questions you
may have
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: We'll hold our questions
until we drowned ourselves in information
MR NELSON: If you can figure out the nunbering
systemthat | just read to you, you're beyond ne
CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M. Dickerson, is there nore
fromstaff at this point?
MR DI CKERSON: That concludes the staff
presentati on, Madam Chair.
CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: |Is Dr. Stratton here?
Dr. Stratton, before you get up, | just
want to nmake sure our schedule is sufficient that --
DR STRATTON. Al day.
CHAl RPERSON CLCKE: Pl ease. (o ahead.
DR STRATTON: Good norning. Madam Chair and
Board nmenbers. M nane is Janes Stratton,
S-t-r-a-t-t-o-n. |I'ma nedical epidemniologist for the
Ofice of Environmental Health Hazard Assessnent, which
is part of the California Environnmental Protection
Agency.
I'mhere today at the request of the
Regi onal Board staff, but before | begin ny
presentation, | just wand to add a personal note beyond

sinmply ny professional qualifications.
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About five years ago, ny older sister's
son Allen (ph) devel oped a rare formof cancer at age
32. And despite having four different physicians in his
extended famly and fighting it as hard as we coul d over
a several year period, he unfortunately had netastatic
di sease and died at age 35, |eaving behind a w dow and
three lovely children, who are now ny grandni eces and
nephews.

It was a tragedy for our famly. \Wen I
heard that his di sease had spread to his |ungs, bones,
and ultimately to his brain, | sat down and cried with
my wife. And that kind of pain never goes away, and
can't go through a day of working for the people of
California wi thout thinking about those tragedies that
happen around the world in different countries and
di fferent places.

So whenever | approach these things,
want to nmake very sure that environmental causes are not
at the root of this issue, and when | issue an opinion,
it's based on ny best professional judgnent bearing in
mnd the deeply felt feelings of the conmmunity.

That said, let nme tell you a little bit
nore about mny background than | did | ast year

| started in public health with the

Nati onal Centers for Di sease Control. | worked first in
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i nfectious diseases but al so environnental health with
the New York Gty Health Departnment. Then | did a
preventive nedicine residency with the Centers for

Di sease Control in Atlanta, working for the chronic

di sease epi demni ol ogy fol ks.

During that time, | did cancer follow up
st udi es invol ving sol diers exposed to atoni c weapons
testing in the 1950s. | worked on toxic netal exposures
fromsnelters and mines in various states throughout the
western United States. | was involved in Leukenia
studies in children. And after doing that experience,
worked in the Ofice of the Surgeon General on Health
Pronoti on, di sease prevention issues for several years
and hel ped wite the first report on Health
Pronoti on/ Di sease Preventi on.

Then | cane out to California to get a
Master's in Public Health fromU C Berkeley. The
public health service then assigned me to work with the
State Heal th Departnent for several years, and | grewto
| ove ny adopted state and ultimately left the public
health service to remain with the State Health
Departnent in 1986

During that time, |I've been involved in a
variety of different fairly high profile environnenta

exposures including the aerial spraying of malathion in
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Northern California in the early 1980s and in Sout hern
California in the early 1990s. |'ve been involved in a
nunmber of different hazardous waste site studies
i ncluding the operating industry site, the BKK site, the
Stringfellow Acid Pits, a Petro-chenical deposit in
Fullerton in orange County and a variety of other sites.
| ve supervised assignees fromthe Centers
for Disease Control, working for the State Health
Department, and | have in ny tine with the Ofice of
Envi ronmental Heal th Hazard Assessnent performed a
nunber of different risk assessnents involving potentia
exposures to toxic chem cals.

I, even for nearly a four-year period,
served as a State Health O ficer for the State of
California supervising all of the public health prograns
for the state including the drinking water program
food/drug radiation safety, infectious diseases, office
of AIDS, the Division of Cccupational and Environmenta
Di sease Control, and other prograns within the
depart nent.

So I've had a nore than 20-year background
and training in being able to evaluate these difficult
i ssues.

Wth that said, as part of ny invol venent

here with this particular site, | first of all
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identified what | thought were the rel evant additiona
public health experts to get involved. That's how
approached the Los Angel es County Departnent of Health
Services and why you will be hearing fromDr. Paul Sinon
today. | also approached Dr. Cozen of the U S.C Cancer
Registry. 1've also consulted with ny counterparts in
the State Departnent of Health Services who have the
current responsibility for evaluating environmenta
communi ty exposures when | ocal health departnments are
not able to adequately evaluate themw th their own
resour ces.

Before going into the kind of information
that | have eval uated about this site to cone to ny
current opinion, let me explain a little bit about
heal th studi es and how they are done and what people
| ook for when they are doing an environnmental study.

Most such studies start with a concept
that there is sonething that people are possibly exposed
to. So the information we start |ooking for are
potential pathways of exposure and, at a basic |evel,
those are things, like, that mght be in the water or in
the air or in the food or in the soil, or even in the
houses that people are living in.

We have unfortunately in California,

because of our ranpant devel opnent, often sort of
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recycled industrial properties and then built houses or
schools on top of them And then we're left trying to
figure out, well, what stuff is in the ground and did
the fact that | grew vegetables in nmy garden -- is that
a hazard for me and ny kids and a variety of other
i ssues.

So far as | know about this particul ar
community, it was never an issue of industrial or
hazar dous waste or even nunicipal waste disposal in the
nei ghborhood itself. W're really sinply tal king about
whet her there are things that happened at the runicipa
landfill that could have gotten into the nei ghborhood.

Wth respect to water, your Board staff
have assured me there has been no detectabl e evidence of
contam nation off-site in either groundwater or surface
water. M colleagues in the State Departnment of Health
Services that oversee the drinking water progranms w thin
the state of California have checked with their
col l eagues locally, and they are not aware of any
i nstances of contanination with respect to the Van
Nor man Reservoir which is a large reservoir there as you
know.

The State Health Departnent does have a
policy that drinking water reservoirs should be covered.

But in the case of the Van Norman Reservoir, it's very,
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very large and devel opi ng a cover is somewhat

i mpracticable. But it's ny understanding they are

i nvol ved in conversations about what, if anything, mght
be done down the road not specifically because of the
landfill issues but just generally across the state.
It's better to have such reservoirs covered

So at least fromwhat |'ve been able to
di scern, there is no potential pathway either in the
past or currently via water that would suggest a way for
nmenbers of this comunity to be exposed

Wth respect to soil, so far as |I've been
able to deternmine, there is no issues with respect to
wast e di sposal or other kinds of disposal in the
nei ghborhood itself, and that |eaves, at this point,
guestions about air.

Now, one of the things that ny departnent
does in its nmany duties is we've been asked to eval uate
school safety. So before a school can be sited, a
| ook-see has to be done now to see whether or not there
was industrial property or other things there. And if
there's any potential issue, then a risk assessnment has
to be done on whether a school can be sited there.

There's currently a bill before the
Legi sl ature now that would require an analysis before a

school could be sited near a freeway. The concern there

45



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

being air pollution fromthe freeway. Such things as
di esel particul ates and ozone and ot her kinds of things.

As part of our work evaluating what it
woul d take to eval uate such things, we've analyzed the
literature about just how far away freeway pollution is
likely to drift into a comunity. And as it turns out,
the pollution froma freeway tends to decrease with
di stance. The further away you get fromthe freeway has
an exponential function or near exponential function.

So that, generally, by the time you are as far away as
150 neters, the levels of pollution attributable to the
freeway have dim ni shed considerably, and by the tine
you' re around 300 neters, which is, you know, call it a
thousand feet, the |levels are approaching background for
the air basin in which the nmeasurenents are nade.

So, for exanple, in this particular
community, the elenmentary school is at |east 4,000 feet
and naybe further away than that. In general, the air
quality that would be reflected at the school would be
nore typical of what's in the air basin air. So if the
air is blowing fromthe south out of Los Angel es basin,
the air in the school will tend to look like L.A basin
air. If it's blowing fromthe north, it would tend to
be nore reflective of the cleaner air to be found north

of the City. And if it's blowing fromthe east, it
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woul d reflect whatever is out in that direction plus the
i npact of the freeway.

Now, there's sone caveats with respect to
that 300-neter figure, and that certain meteorol ogica
conditions can lead to air settling and not dispersing
the way it normally does. Terrain features can affect
it such as if sonmething is in a, you know, narrow
confined area, then pollution nay not be drifting away
as much as it would if it were in a nore open area and
ot her things.

But, in general, when you are sort of
t hi nki ng about how pol | uti on noves, you should al so be
t hi nki ng and | ooking at that landfill, about those kinds
of distances, and the likelihood that air would be
noving in a concentrated fashion or in a decreased
concentration fashion as you get further away from
t hi ngs.

Ckay. So with respect to |looking at air,
| asked your staff to get me in touch with the South
Coast Air Quality Managenment District |Inspector, who's
been following this site for sone 13 years. H's nane is
Larry Israel. And | talked with himabout what his
experi ence had been and whet her there had ever been any
evi dence of off-site toxic air contam nants. He said no

there had not been, but he did describe to ne an epi sode
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in the year 2000 in which there was sonme docunent ed
on-site evidence of landfill gas com ng out of the
ground in areas that exceeded what the South Coast

A . QMD. requirenments are. As a result of that

di scovery, the operator had to upgrade the gas
collection systemin that area, and it's ny

under standi ng, since that tine, there have been no
docunent ed escapes of landfill gas coming out of the
I and.

Now, the gas that is collected goes into
an incinerator, and that is under the permt authority
of the South Coast A.Q MD. They have requirenents for
how it's supposed to operate; they have requirenents for
how cl ean the exhaust can be. And the data that | was
sent back indicates that virtually all of the gas that
goes into that incinerator is incinerated and is
destroyed. And, you know, at this point, it's the
A .QMD.s opinion that the incinerator does not
represent any hazard to the comunities off-site.

So at the present tinme, | have not,
despite now nore than two nonths of | ooking, been able
to find any evidence of a direct off-site exposure to
the conmunity anong any of these various pathways.

Now, in |looking at this issue, | consulted

either directly or by way of |ooking up their procedures
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on their websites, a nunber of different organizations.
The National Center for Environmental Health, which is
part of the Centers for Disease Control; the Agency for
Toxi ¢ Substances and Di sease Registry, which is al so
part of the Centers for Disease Control. | |ooked at
the National Institutes of Health and consulted with the
State Departnent of Health Services here in California
to see their approach. And although there are
differences in their approach, they all do focus in on
this issue of pathways of exposures and potentia

pat hway of exposures.

And the A T.S.D.R, again the Agency for
Toxi ¢ Substances and Di sease Registry, went so far as to
publish their protocol in the Federal Register and their
decision. And their decision nethods say that, if there
is not an established pathway of exposure to a hazardous
substance, then, in general, they do not proceed with a
heal th assessment of the site because to do so would
basically not be a scientifically productive thing to
do.

Now, with that said, | understand that you
are still interested in what potential options there are
for the kinds of studies. So let nme just take a minute
and wal k you through what kinds of health studies there

are and how they are done and the feeling for the anount
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of effort, the time frane, and the resources it would
take to do sonething like that.

First, is the kinds of studies you can do
with the existing data, often data that was coll ected
for another reason. For exanple, in California we have
birth certificates and death certificates, and on those
so-called vital statistic records, there is inportant
information reported. For children, it's the age of
gestation, the birth weight, and whether or not there
are any anonalies noted at the tine of birth.

The sanme with death certificates; the
cause of death and the age of death are included. And
those kinds of statistics are regularly and routinely
exam ned at | ooked at for trends over tinme and space,
clusters of space and tinme in terns of suggestions about
that. And Dr. Simon will, for exanple, be tal king about
the analysis that his departnment has done | ooking at | ow
birth weight data in the area around the landfill.

There are other kinds of existing data
sets. And in California we have an O fice of Statew de
Heal th Pl anni ng and Devel opnent that regul ates the
construction of hospitals, but they also collect
hospital discharge data as a way of neasuring current
potential needs for hospital capacity in the state.

That hospital discharge data set includes the nane
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address, date of birth, and all of the different nedica
conditions that were diagnosed during that tine of a
hospitalization, everything fromcancer to asthma to
chroni ¢ obstructive pul monary di sease and ot her ki nds of
t hi ngs.

So subject to the approval of research
protocols and conmitnents for the confidentiality of
nmedi cal records, researchers can analyze hospita
di scharge data | ooking for trends over time and clusters
and whet her or not there seens to be excess nunbers of
di agnoses in different parts of the state.

W al so have ot her kinds of data sets that
are formally collected such as enpl oyee health data;
school s -- they have a school nurse and they nay have
records that indicate conditions and other things in the
school children; there is in California a system of
nmedi cal insurance for enployees. |If they have a
condition that they think nmay have devel oped on the job,
they can go see a doctor, any doctor, even if they don't
have any other health insurance. They can have that
visit and any di agnoses and treatnment necessary paid for
by the State COccupational Health I nsurance.

This turns out to be a very good system
for collecting data for analysis because whether or not

the doctor gets paid depends on whether or not they file
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the doctor's first report for insurance claim They
tend to file that report at a very high conpletion rate.
And on that report it has to give the name and address
and i nformation about the enployee as well as any
di agnoses that have been done. So that's another
exi sting data set that can be | ooked at.

W al so have a nunber of reportable
di seases in California. Things that you know about such
as infectious diseases, Measles and Anthrax and Smal
Pox are all reportable diseases. Sonething that you nmay
not be aware of, though, is that cancer is a reportable
di sease in California. And so all of the doctors and
hospitals that are involved in the di agnoses or
treatment of a case of cancer anywhere in California,
they are required to report that to the |ocal Cancer
Regi stry.

Now, dependi ng on the di sease, for
i nstance, sexually transnitted di seases are required to
be reported but, you know, a | ot of people go see their
fam |y doctor, get treated, and the reports never cone
into the local health departnment. But because of that,
on certain conditions where there is a real need to know
and in California, for exanple, we have active
surveillance prograns for both birth defects and for

cancer.
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So we don't just rely on the nedica
systemto report to government. W actually have
enpl oyees who go out and assist doctor's offices, visit
pat hol ogy | abs, visit hospitals, and review the records.
So we don't rely on what's called active di sease
surveillance for registries. And we have that for, as
said, birth defects and for cancer.

Los Angeles is particularly lucky because
prior to the creation of the statew de Cancer Registry,
whi ch was created in 1982 but not fully funded unti
1988, the nedical centers in the Los Angel es basin
applied for research grants fromthe National Cancer
Institute, which is part of the National Institutes for
Heal th, and they were funded as a Center of Excellence
for cancer epidem ol ogy and cancer surveillance. And so
the National Cancer Institute paid for a conplete
ascertai nment of cancer cases in the L. A basin ever
since 1972.

As is so often the case, the federa
governnment does not give out noney without attaching
strings toit. And part of the strings that the
Nati onal Cancer Association attached to the registry is
the necessity for independent audits. | don't care how
good a job they're doing; so we don't even rely on the

peopl e who are doing the active surveillance. W send
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in additional teams to go in and see whether or not
t hey' ve m ssed any cases or not.

Now, somre people don't know that cancer is
a reportabl e di sease and don't know that there are these
teans that reviewthe records. And so if they haven't
been contacted by anyone, they nay assune their case
hasn't conme to the attention of the registry, but that's
not the way it works. In fact, as | indicated earlier
cancer is a traumatic event in any fanmly and, in
general , having people then knocking on your door and
aski ng you questions at that particular tine is not
people's favorite thing to do. So that's why nost
people who are in the registry haven't ever been
directly contacted.

Now, because the registry is used for
research purposes, if a specific study of, say, a
particul ar cancer type is done, then at that point,
peopl e may be contacted and asked if they would like to
participate. And a specific study would be done that
woul d i nvolve their answering a questionnaire or maybe
even havi ng sone good sanpl es taken or sonething |ike
that. kay. That's talking about existing data that's
bei ng done.

There's another category of studies that

have al so collection of new data. Those tend to start
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getting into spendi ng new and additi onal resources,
taking extra tinme and energy to conplete. At a sinple
level, it nmight be a conmunity survey or a witten
guestionnaire that's nmailed to people in the

nei ghbor hood, asking for their responses to stuff. You
can also get sinmilar information by going door to door
but you tend to get higher rates of participation than
you get with nmailing sonething and with an interviewer
who can pronpt people and skip parts of the
qguestionnaire that are not relevant. So it can actually
take less time for the respondent to conplete the
guesti onnaire.

Beyond sinply asking questions, there are
studi es that actuality provide sonme kind of nedica
exam nation. For instance, if you are doing a study of
asthna, you night want to have soneone breathe into a
flow nmeter and neasure the degree of |lung function at
that tinme. It may involve collecting blood sanples or
urine sanples, |ooking for any evidence of toxic
contam nati on or exposure that might be at issue. By
the tine you start examni ning people and coll ecting bl ood
sanpl es or other things like that, that increases the
conplexity, the cost, the tine to do those kinds of
things |ike that.

Another way is if you are doing a
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followup study. Many tines workers are studi ed when
| ooki ng at the question of whether or not there's a
human health effect froma toxic chem cal exposure.
Primarily, because workers are often exposed to far
hi gher | evels than whatever exists in a comunity.
They're a defined population -- the enployer knows who
they are; they have their name, their Social Security
nunber. Even if they |eave the conpany, they can be
tracked down through enpl oyee records through their
Soci al Security nunber through the Federal GCccupationa
Safety and Health Administration. |If they retire, they
can be tracked down through the conpany retirenent
system or through Social Security.

And so those kinds of studies which
i nvol ve active followup are difficult but doable. But
to do the same kind of followup on a conmunity so you
find everyone who everyone who ever |ived near a
particul ar hazardous waste site gets to be very
difficult because you nmay not have the kinds of
identifying data you would need to find themin the
future.

It's easier to find people who have had a
heal th probl em because they're nore likely to have
gotten into the systemand have left a paper trail, if

you will, to find. And the problemw th finding sone
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peopl e but not everyone is that you end up counting
cases, but you don't know what the universe of people
were; so you don't really know how to anal yze whet her
there is or there is not a greater than expected
occurrence of a disease in that population. So that's

sonme of the challenges that we, as epideniol ogists,

face.

So | think one other thing I want to point
out -- and | don't know whether it's on the agenda.
Soneone will remind me if it is -- is that air

noni tori ng studi es have been conducted at the |andfil
and at the elenentary school in the |last few years.

Dennis, will soneone el se be presenting
t hat ?

MR DICKERSON: It's ny understanding that BFI is
going to be tal king about that.

DR STRATTON. Ckay. Well, then | won't, in any
way, go into detail. But let's say it's ny
understanding that the City is required as a condition
of their thing that sone baseline |levels of air
pol lution and the sources of those pollutions be
established in this conunity because they're concerned
about potential inpacts of on-site operations and the
truck traffic and the degree to which truck traffic and

site operations nay add to the air pollution that
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al ready exists here in the Los Angeles air basin

i ncluding the inpacts of the |ocal freeway, and all of
that. And I'lIl let their consultants tal k about their
data since they are the ones who collected it.

But | did want to note of particular
interest to ne is whether or not there was any evidence
of landfill gas which does have the potential of having
sonme of these volatile organi c conpounds that are part
and parcel of our industrialized civilization -- things
i ke paint thinner, other solvents, and breakdown of
pl astics and other things that can get into the landfil

gas. The overwhelnmng majority of what constitutes

landfill gas is nethane; and that, in the anal yses that
| saw, there is evidence in the |ow parts per-mllion or
in the parts per-billion of a variety of solvents that
are typically found in these areas. And as | indicated

earlier, that incinerator is incinerating that stuff off
Now.

But this analysis specifically |ooked at
on the landfill and at the elenentary school for sone
so-cal | ed marker gases that would be indicative of
landfill gas. And they picked vinyl chloride and
di chl orobenzene and t hose two conpounds.

And they nonitored for a total of four

nonths this spring, or actually fromspring through
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July. And they did not find any indication of either of
those two marker gases either on the landfill site
itself or at the school, which is reassuring to ne that
there does not appear to be an air pathway of exposure
at the present tine fromthis operation. And it creates
a very solid baseline for future nonitoring to make

sure that there are no issues with respect to | andfil
gas getting off-site.

So with that, | will either take questions
now, or maybe you would prefer to have Dr. Sinon speak
to you then take the questions together, or whatever is
your pl easure

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you very mnuch
Dr. Stratton. W're going to reserve all of our
questions until we've heard all the testinony. The only
time we do the questions in between is if we, you know,

we' re | ooking for a page nunmber or a nunber or sonething

i ke that.
DR STRATTON: | amhere with you for the
dur ati on.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: W really appreciate that.

DR STRATTON. Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: We appreciate the work you' ve
done.

Dr. Sinmon, are you here? Could you tel
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me how | ong your presentation m ght go?
DR SIMON: | think | can speak in about ten
m nutes over the points | want to nake.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Just a nonent, please. W'l
confer up here.
So that's what we'll do. We'Ill ask
Dr. Sinmon to conme up and speak now for approxinmately ten
mnutes. At the end of Dr. Sinon's presentation, the
Board will go into closed session on our quorum
Counsel w |l announce the itenms to be covered in closed
session, and then we'll be back here to continue with
taking testinmony fromthe representatives fromthe
el ected officials.
Wl cone Dr. Sinon
DR SIMON:  Thank you.
My nane, again, is Paul Sinmon. | am as
Dr. Stratton, a nedical epideniologist and also a
pediatrician. | work for the Los Angel es County
Departnment of Health Services and direct an office
call ed Health Assessnment and Epi deni ol ogy.
One of the prograns of that office is the
Toxi ¢ Epi demi ol ogy Program Dr. Rangan is the director
of that program and | believe he reported last nonth to
you and he reports to nme at our departnent. | also have

a faculty appointnent in the U C. L. A School of Health
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in the Departnent of Epideniology. And in the past |
al so worked as a nedical epidem ologist with the Centers
for Disease Control and have been in Los Angel es for
about the last eight years working in public health.

I was not at the neeting last nonth, but I
did read the transcript. |'ve talked extensively with
Dr. Stratton | was briefed by Dr. Rangan. |'ve had a
nunber of conversations with Dr. Cozen. | actually nade
a visit tothe landfill this week just to sort of get a
lay of the land and understand the operation a little
bit better and in addition did travel through the
nei ghbori ng comunity.

| reviewed the report fromDr. Cozen
regardi ng cancer incidence in the census tract
surrounding the landfill. | have also reviewed a fair
amount of data that Dr. Stratton referred to in the
neetings that he and | have had over the past week.

But before | tal k about the science, |et
me just say in the health departnment we work very
closely with the community. W couldn't acconplish any
of the public health goals that we all endeavor to
acconmplish if we didn't work closely with the community,
and so we work with themon a nunber of different public
health initiatives.

The area of environnmental health and the
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situations where there is broad community concern about
illness that may be attributed to sone sort of

envi ronnent al exposure presents the nost chall engi ng
sort of situation; but nonetheless, it's not the sort of
situation that we can deny exists and we have to do our
best to try to address the community concerns.

In addition, as | read the transcript from
last nonth, the intensity of grief and tragedy that was
descri bed was pal pable. So as | talk about the
epi dem ol ogy and the statistics, | in no way want to
di mi ni sh the inportance of the comunity's feelings and,
in addition, | in no way want to mnininize the inportance
of the challenge that society faces in trying to address
solid waste disposal and, nost certainly, the air
quality problens we face in Los Angel es.

But the question, | guess, that is before

me is twofold. No. 1: You know what ny opinion is

regardi ng whether there may be illness in the
nei ghbor hoods adjacent to the landfill that could be
caused by sonething caused fromthe landfill and, No. 2,

what steps need to be taken to address the potentia

pr obl em

| agree with Dr. Stratton that, in
reviewing the data so far, | haven't seen anything that
indicates to ne that there is excess illness in these
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nei ghbori ng comunity that reflects sonething com ng
fromthe landfill. But let nme also say that it is clear
that there is a real disconnect between what the science
is saying and what the comunity is saying. And there's
no question we need to investigate their concerns. And
in addition to that, being nmy opinion, that opinion has
t he support of our Board.

Qur Board of Supervisors passed a notion
| believe, just two days ago requesting that our
departnent be represented at this neeting today, and
that we report back to the Board within 30 days with our
opi ni on regarding the situati on and recomrendati ons
about what needs to be done, making it clear that we
need to do our best possible job to address the
conmmunity concerns regarding health issues, and | can
| eave a copy of that Board notion with you

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Wbul d you, please.

DR. SIMON: Yeah, we'll do.

Now, over the past week, | have, as |
nmenti oned, |ooked closely at the cancer data; | talked
with Dr. Cozen. | don't see anything that junps out at

me as sort of a signal that suggests w despread excess
cancer. But as | nentioned to Dr. Cozen, | think
several additional census tracks need to be exani ned.

In addition, | would like a little bit nore information
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about the mix of different cancers that were identified
in the census tracks neighboring the landfill.

She assured ne she can provide that
information in the next week. 1In addition, | was very
interested in obtaining sone data on birth defects in
the community adjacent to the landfill, and Dr. Stratton
has already put in a call to the state birth defects
registry. And we hope to get data within the next week.
| asked ny staff to |ook, using the birth certificate
data that Dr. Stratton nmentioned, which is, by the way,
very conplete informati on because a birth certificate is
a legal docunent that is required to be reported.
asked ny staff to |look at the rate of |ow birth weight
births in the census tracks adjacent to the landfill and
we found that the rate of low birth weight is exactly
the sane within this area as the rest of the County, and
"Il leave the table containing those statistics with
you as well.

| told ny staff that we need to put
toget her a process, a structured process to both obtain
informati on fromthe conmunity and then also to initiate
sort of bi-directional conmunications with the
community. One possibility is that there is a community
advisory committee for the landfill at |east on the

County Side, and | believe on the Gty Side perhaps a
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separate conmittee

I"mnot sure if that comittee has been as
active recently, but I'mcertainly open to suggestions
fromthe community and any others involved as to who
woul d be the appropriate community representatives to
have at the table. Initially, |I think | would like it
to be a relatively small neeting where we can tal k
general Iy about conmunity concerns and what the best
strategy might be to obtain broader input fromthe
community to get the informati on we need. And then we
make sone deci sions about what steps need to be done in
terms of further investigation. Dr. Stratton sort of
described the various alternatives, sone of which, as he
nmentioned, get very very expensive and al so would
require quite a bit of tine

Let ne digress for one point.

| don't want to run too nuch over ny tine
but the Cancer Registry data is very, very high quality
data for the reasons Dr. Stratton sited. It's a very
wel I funded enterprise, and |'ve worked with the
registry staff and the faculty at U . S.C. on a nunber of
occasi ons investigating community concerns about the
cancer. | have great respect for the faculty there.
They have actually three or four world renown cancer

epi dem ol ogi sts. So | have a |lot of confidence in the
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data fromthe Cancer Registry.

It's not perfect data. For exanple,
soneone who has lived in the community for a nunber of
years and then noves away and i s diagnosed w th cancer
woul d not be reported as having cancer in that
community. And |ikew se soneone who has |ived sonmewhere
else their entire life and noved into the community and
a nonth later is diagnosed with cancer, that cancer
woul d be attributed to that community whereas the
exposures that likely influenced the cancer woul d have
occurred wherever the person lived previously. And even
with that in-nmigration out-mgration, the best avail able
evidence is that the data is quite good, and it's
adequate to detect | arge excesses in cancer in any given
community. And a |lot of published studies that have
been done relate to health concerns around landfills
have used Cancer Regi stry data.

But | think, depending upon what types of
i nput we get fromthe community, we could structure sone
sort of survey to, No. 1, see if there are cancer
di agnoses within that community that for some reason
were m ssed by the Cancer Registry. That's not been ny
experience in the past, but | think we owe it to the
comunity to confirmall the cancer diagnoses that they

are concerned about are indeed in the Cancer Registry
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dat abase and reflected in the analysis.

There's al so been sonme concern registered
related to respiratory synptons. As a pediatrician and
epi dem ol ogi st, |I'mvery interested in chil dhood ast hna.
W' ve done a nunber of studies across the county on
chil dhood asthma. W estinmate that sonewhere between
seven to fifteen percent of the kids in the county do
have asthma. W could do sone sort of survey to get a
sense of what the preval ence of asthma is anmong children
within this community.

| just want to caution though if we do
find an el evated rate, for exanple, say
twenty-five percent of the children have asthma, it's
still very difficult to determ ne causation. It doesn't
prove that it's the landfill, for exanple, that caused
it. There are a nunber of other very inportant factors
that influence cancer: Anmbient air pollution, exposure
to tobacco snoke in the hone, history of having been
breastfed. Breastfeeding is protective agai nst asthna.
The list goes on.

So | think we can do sone investigation to
determ ne whether there truly is excess illness in the
community, but | don't want to over-promnise our ability
to determine definitively, you know, the causation

i ssue.
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So, again, in closing let nme just
enphasi ze we want to work with you your staff and nost
inmportantly with the comunity. |'mcomitted to
working with Dr. Stratton and the Cancer Registry to see
if we can get some answers to the questions.

Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: Thank you very nuch,
Dr. Simon. | can't thank you enough on behal f of all
the people that we heard testify as to the fact that
they felt they had not been carefully and respectfully
listened to, and | think your testinony and
Dr. Stratton's testinony showed that you have been
carefully respecting and respectfully listening to their
concerns. And we appreciate that.

Ckay. M. Lauffer.

MR LAUFFER: At this tine the Board is
suspendi ng their consideration of the item No. 12
concer ni ng Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill, and we'll be
nmeeting in closed session as authorized by the
governnent code to discuss itens on the agenda.

Itenms No. 13(a) City of Los Angel es and
the Gty of Burbank versus Los Angel es Regi onal Water
Quality Control Board; 13(b) the TMDL Lawsuit agai nst
Los Angel es Regional Water Quality Control Board; Cties

of Arcadia, et al., City of Los Angeles, County of
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Los Angeles; 13(d) the Gty of Thousand Qaks versus

Los Angel es Regional Water Quality Control Board; itens
13(f) Litigation Filed in Superior Court concerning
Muni ci pal Storm Water Pernmit for Los Angel es County; and
finally, an itemonly recently before the Board, only
recently noticed by the Board -- in fact, the petition
has been filed effective Tuesday of this week in regards
to work inthe City of Santa Paula. That is a petition
of the State Water Resources Control Board.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Dr. Sinon?

DR SIMON:  Yes.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Did you have that Board of
Supervisors' resolution with you?

DR SIMON: | do.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: And you're going to give it
to our staff so they can copy it?

DR SIMON: | will.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: And al so sone extra copies
could be nade when you get it and put it out on the
tabl e so nenbers of the public could also read that
docunent .

W're now, noving into closed session. W
wi |l be back in session and continuing our discussion of
t he Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill at two o' clock

111
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(The Board went into closed session.)

(The lunch recess was taken.)

(At 2:12 p.m the foll owi ng proceedi ngs

occurred:)

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ckay. W're back in session

I"'mhaving a little trouble reading this
name. Is it M. Washburn representing Assenbl ynan Keith
Ri chman?

MR. WASHBURN:  Thank you, Madam Chair and nenbers

of the Water Resource Board.

| guess |I'ma one-mnute guy because
testified here before. So | just wanted to say in brief
that | was glad that the medi cal doctors spoke today
because | represent Assenblyman Keith Richman, and he is
the only nedical doctor in the California Legislature
and our district includes the BFI -- the Sunshine Canyon
Landfill, and it's right in the nmddle of our district.
And | know that Dr. Richnman, both as a physician and
resi dent of the conmunity, maintains a very strong
interest in determining if there is any causal factors
between the landfill and the di seases and that type of
t hi ng.

And just as a natter of retrospect, | was
working in the California State Assenbly ten years ago

in the early 1990s, and basically we had the sane issues
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back then as we do now. And the period of tinme between
then and now hasn't mitigated any of the issues, and
it's still a major concern to the community. And the
only one thing | wanted to add is in reading the report
the Board subnitted is the additional information from
the M WD.
And 1'll read this then give it to your
staff for incorporation into the record, if that's okay.
"The Board staff fails to include the
commrents of the Metropolitan Water
District init's staff report. They state
that '"if not appropriately nonitored and
controll ed, leachate and landfill gas nmay
negatively inpact our facilities including
the Jensen Filtration Plant and the Bal boa
Tunnel.' They go on to say that
"Metropolitan understands that the
existing landfill has received violations
fromthe Regional Water Quality Control
Board during its operations,' end quote.
"For the safety of the country's
| argest regional water supply and the
heal th and wel fare, one can only hope that
BFI will be nore careful next tine."

On behal f of Assenblyman Ri chrman, | wi sh
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to thank you for the opportunity to be here today.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, M. Washburn.
Wul d you nmake sure you give your card to Dr. Stratton
or Dr. Sinon so that they can be in touch with you about
t hi s.

MR WASHBURN: Okay. | will because Dr. Richnman
woul d like to have continued input into all the
pr oceedi ngs.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: If you could just nake sure
they have that contact information.

MR WASHBURN. Thank you very rnuch.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you for comi ng.

MR. WASHBURN: As soon as | get the report to
you - -

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: Ms. Harris will take it.

MR WASHBURN. -- or ny thingy-dingy.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ckay. Just changed persona.

M. Haneter.
| think |I butchered your nane, sir.

Representi ng Supervi sor Antonivich.

MR HAUETER: It's "Haueter."

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Spel | it.

MR HAUETER Ha-u-e-t-e-r. That's all right.
No one ever pronounced it correctly the first tinme, even

nmy not her.
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Madam Chair, nenbers of the Board, thank

you for the opportunity to address you here.

I"mrepresenting L. A County Supervisor

M ke Antonivich. H's district includes Sunshine Canyon.

At the Board of Supervisors neeting this past Tuesday,

the Board adopted a notion fromthe Supervisors, which

was going to present to you today. However, Dr

in his earlier testinony, nmentioned the notion

. Si non

and |

under stand copi es have been nade and di stri but ed.

I will comment, though. There have been

some questions since | canme back from your break about

the notion, whether it |ooks official or not.

It was a

read-in notion, which nmeans that the notion was read in

by the Supervisor. It takes about seven to ni ne days

after our neeting for an official copy to be prepared.

So by next Tuesday or Wednesday, if your Board wants,

the secretary of our Board can prepare a copy for you.

| provided that copy of the notion just so everyone here

can have a chance to see the npotion

The supervisor asked ne to thank you for

your efforts to investigate these serious charges and

| ooks forward to working with your staff and our County

Heal th Departnent to answer the questions raised by

these clains. Dr. Sinon has been asked -- his

departnent has been asked to report back to our

Boar d
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within 30 days on his findings and the infornmation that
we gather here today. So thank you very nuch
CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: Thank you very much. Wl
you be able to stay to answer questions?
MR HAUETER Yes. As the doctor said, |I'mhere
for the day.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you. | appreciate
t hat .
M. Mlintyre from Mayor Hahn's office
MR. MCINTYRE: Thank you and good afternoon
Madam Chai r and nenbers of the Board. M nane is
Todd Mclntyre representing Mayor JimHahn. ['mgoing to
read a statenent, a letter that is addressed to Chair
Cl oak
"Dear Ms. Cloak, | appreciate the hard
work and diligence that you and the
Regi onal Water Quality Control Board team
have nade in the permtting process thus
far. You have a profound responsibility
to the residents in the Sunshine Canyon
area that | know you do not take lightly."
CHAl RPERSON CLCKE: Pl ease, slow down. W have a
court reporter.
MR. MCINTYRE: [|'msorry.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  She's good but.
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"I appreciate the hard work and
diligence that you and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board team have nmade in
the permitting process thus far. You have
a profound responsibility to the residents
in the Sunshine Canyon area that | know
you do not take lightly. As Mayor of
Los Angeles, | too share the
responsibilities of ensuring the health
and safely of each of its residents. That
is why | feel conpelled to raise a couple
of my concerns for you to consider as you
make your deli berations.

"First, I am concerned about the
recent discovery of the toxin 1,4-D oxane
at the City Side of the Sunshine Canyon
Landfill. If you recall at the July 24th
Board neeting, M. Dennis Dickerson stated
that, based on a report stated by Browning

Ferris Industries, BFlI, D oxane was
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detected in three groundwater nonitoring
wells on the Gty Side of the landfill as
wel | as the groundwater extraction trench
"I am particularly concerned because
the U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency
has cl assified D oxane as a probabl e hunman
carcinogen. According to the E.P. A,
clinical studies have shown that when
Di oxane was adninistered to lab aninmals in
their drinking water over a period of
time, it was observed that there was a
hi gher occurrence of |iver damage
i ncluding liver carcinomas. The detection
of this toxin is disturbing, and | believe
the Board shoul d take all neasures
necessary to deternine the extent of
cont ami nati on.
"Also, | amextrenely concerned about
t he hi gh incidence of cancer in the
nei ghbor hoods that surround the landfill.
As you know, seeing fromyour |ast few
heari ngs, dozens of residents have cone
forward to relate their personal incidents
wi th cancer anong thenselves, their

fam lies and their neighbors. The
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frequency of these occurrences presents a
very disturbing picture. Therefore,
join the rising chorus of voices and ask
the Board request an independent study to
exani ne the cancer clusters in the
surrounding area. Wile |I understand that
such matters may not technically be under
the purview of the Board, | believe that
in such cases, public health nmust always
be our guide. The residents of the North
Val | ey deserve such scrutiny.

"I recognize that these are difficult
i ssues to sort through. Nevertheless, the
Board has the solem responsibility to the
residents and the fanilies in the area to
ensure that all precautions have been
taken and all concerns have been
addressed. As such, until these issues
have been adequately addressed, | do not
beli eve the permt should be issued.

"Thank you for your consideration of

t hese very inportant issues."

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you, M. Mlntyre, and
you al so be able to stay for questioning?

MR. MCI NTYRE: Yes.
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CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: And Ms. Bernson representing
Counci | man Smit h.
MS. BERNSON:  Thank you, Madam Chair, menbers of
the Board, for this opportunity to address you.
I'"'m here today representing Council menber
Geig Snmith of the 12th District, whose district
contai ns the Sunshine Canyon Landfill. | would like to
read a letter that he has prepared into the record.
"To the nmenbers of the Los Angel es
Regi onal Water Quality Control Board, in
July this Board continued the itemdealing
with granting BFI the WDRs necessary to
expand their landfill. A ong with your
deci sion, you asked your staff to report
back on the el even separate areas of
concern. Anmong them a cancer study, a
study of respiratory illness, and a study
of birth defects, |ow birth weight and
nmscarriage in the areas i mediately
surroundi ng the Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill.
Your Board staff report addresses no new
studies in the area, nerely a rehashing of
t he existing i nadequate studies.
"Though | have no idea how they could

report back on such weighty issues within
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such a relatively short period of tine, |
have sone rel evant health studies of ny
own that | would like to call to your
attention.

"On July 24, 2003, your own staff
reported the detection of 1,4-D oxane
rel eased fromthe Gty Side landfill to
groundwat er detected in both the County
and City nonitoring wells. The U S.
E.P.A classifies 1,4-Di oxane as a
pr obabl e human carci nogen based upon
evi dence of carcinogenity in experinental
animals. This chenmical readily |eaches
i nto groundwat er w thout absorbing
significantly into soil particles and is
difficult to biodegrade. Additionally,
1, 4- Di oxane can rapidly diffuse through
| ow perneability soils such as silts and
cl ays.

"One study showed that |andfil
| eachate may pass through a one-neter
thick clay landfill liner in approximtely
five years to inpact the underlying
groundwat er in excess of drinking water

standards. A clay based liner of only
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four feet, as proposed in this project, is
not sufficient to keep 1, 4-Di oxane from
the water table. Additionally,
1,4-Dioxane's low volatility and | ow
absorptive capacity nake existing air
stripping technol ogy ineffective as well
as precluding the use of granul ar
activated carbon.

"These nethods used to renove host (ph)
TCA inpacts from groundwat er are not
adequate for treatnment of 1,4-Di oxane.

The advanced oxi dation techni ques enpl oy
ultraviolet light that are effective for
1, 4- Di oxane renoval and are not effective
for treatnment of the host TCA

"The proposed C. A P., corrective
neasures for VOCs do not address this
i ssue; and are, therefore, not adequate
for the renmediati on of Di oxane
cont ami nati on.

"A separate 1988 study conducted by
researchers at Texas A & M University
reveal ed that there is anple evidence that
the muni ci pal waste landfill |eachates

contain toxic chemcals in sufficient
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concentrations to be potentially as
harnful as |eachate fromindustrial waste
landfills.

"The Texas study shows that, even
t hough muni cipal landfills may not legally
recei ve hazardous waste, the | eachate they
produce i s as dangerous as |eachate from
hazardous waste landfills. Doctors Kirk
Brown and Casey Donnelly (ph) of Texas A&M
exam ned data on the conposition of
| eachate from58 landfills. The data they
recei ved showed 113 different toxic
chenmicals in landfills from nunicipa
landfills and only 72 in | eachate from
hazardous waste | andfills.

"Additionally, a breakdown of the
chenmical contents found the following: In
both industrial and nunicipal |andfil
| eachate, 32 chemnicals cause cancer; in
i ndustrial landfill |eachate, 10 chemicals
cause birth defects conpared with 13 in
muni ci pal landfill |eachate; in industria
landfill |eachate, 21 chenicals cause
geneti ¢ damage conpared with 22 genetic

damage causing chemicals found in

81



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

muni ci pal landfill |eachate. This does
not even take into account the probability
of illegal dunping in which a truckload of
wast e may conceal a few gallons or barrels
of hazardous chemicals unreported by its
dunper or undetected by BFI

"Additionally, the August 28th
"op.ed.' section of the Los Angel es Tines
refers to the massive electronic, or
e-waste, that is currently naking its way
into municipal landfills, including
cadmium nmercury, |ead, and cathode ray
tubes. Considering the two to
five million conmputer nonitors and
tel evi si on screens di sposed of in
California al one each year, it is nore
probabl e than possible that this hazardous
waste is finding its way en masse to
muni ci pal landfills Iike Sunshine Canyon.

"Since the E.P. A has stated
categorically that all landfill liners
| eak and that the County Side liner has
al ready been breached al |l owi ng hydrogen
sulfide to leak into the subdrain, the

question | raise to this Board is: Do
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1 you want to bear the responsibility for

2 the 32 cancer causing, 13 birth defect

3 causi ng, and 22 genetic danmage causi ng

4 chenicals found in nunicipal |andfil

5 | eachate and the untol d damage and

6 suffering they have caused and will

7 continue to cause this surrounding

8 communities? Do you consider this a

9 reasonabl e price to pay in exchange for
10 t he economi ¢ dunpi ng of waste?

11 "The health and safety of the citizens
12 of Los Angel es and the surroundi ng areas
13 depend upon your better judgnment to

14 prevent the further contamination of their
15 groundwat er and dri nki ng water supply.
16 "I ask you that you adhere to your
17 nm ssion statenment to reserve and enhance
18 the quality of California' s water supply
19 for the benefit of future and present

20 generations and deny the WDRs.

21 "Sincerely, Geig Smth,

22 Counci | menber, 12th District."

23 CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you.

24 M5. BERNSON. And thank you for your indul gence

25 wth the tine.
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CHAl RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, Ms. Bernson. And
"Il ask you the same question: WIIl you be able to
stay?
MS. BERNSON:  Absol utely.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M. G deon Kracov, please
fromCGty Attorney Delgadillo' s office.
MR KRACOV: Good afternoon, Board nenbers and
Madam Chair. My nane is G deon Kracov, and |'mhere for
City Attorney Rocky Delgadillo. | would Iike to read a
statenent from M. Delgadillo
"Protecting our neighborhoods is the
top priority of ny office. Public safety
means ensuring a clean environnment and
protecting public health. The healthfu
environnent is the foundation of a good
quality of life, and that is why |I'm
working with the Mayor and the Los Angel es
City Council to oppose expansion of the
Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill and to urge your
Board to deny this WR
"There's no di spute that Sunshine
Canyon has affected the surroundi ng
envi ronnment. W know that VOCs are
present in water collected in the Sunshine

Canyon County landfill subdrain and in
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groundwat er nonitoring well No. 10.

"Communi ty menbers conpl ain of odors
they link to sewer discharges fromthe
landfill. These discharges increased
dramatically in the last year and will go
up each year the County and Gty landfills
except trash. This sewer runs through a
buffer zone created in 1958 that prohibits
cut-and-fill operations and then through a
resi dential nei ghborhood in Ganada Hills.
It is because of these and other issues
that | believe that Sunshine Canyon sinply
is not an appropriate place for a
landfill.

"I wish to raise four specific
environnental health and safety issues of
concern: First, the Board nust ensure
that the City subdrain systemw |l not be
connected to the County subdrain where
rel eases have occurred ot herw se the
subdrain rel eases fromthe County may
spread to the City subdrain. Al so we
shoul d get to the bottom of subdrain
rel eases. Are they indeed caused by a

leak in the liner systemat the County
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landfill?

"Second, the Board nmust perform
regul ar i ndependent testing of the
groundwat er extraction trench and the
proposed cutoff wall in the downgradient
areas. These neasures are absolutely
critical to stop groundwater contamn nates
fromexiting this site, and they nust work
perfectly when needed even if for our
children's generation. The Board nust
ensure the trench system and cutoff wall
are built with the very best technol ogy.

"Third, | strongly recommend t hat
plans to create a new | eachate treatnent
facility and sewerline al ong
non-residential San Fernando Road be
expedited to address any possibl e sewer
i mpacts on the |l ocal comunity.

"Lastly, the L.A Cty Counci
recently prohibited the use of certain
daily cover materials at Sunshine Canyon,
i ncl udi ng banni ng the use of contamni nated
soil, and your pernit should reflect these
| ocal requirenents.

"Thank you for the opportunity to
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provide these conments. | |ook forward to
working with you, the conmunity, and other
elected officials to ensure a just and
environnmental |y protective outcone at
Sunshi ne Canyon."

Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you. |'Il ask you the
sanme question: WII you stay?

MR, KRACOV: Yes

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE:  And |'Il make a copy of your
letter avail able.

MR KRACOV: | subnitted one earlier today.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Do you have it with you?
think at some tinme we'll take a break, and we'd like to
ook at all these letters that have been entered into
the testinony but we have not actually got our hands on

MR KRACOV: Yes. Thank you.

CHAI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, M. Kracov.

Now, we're going to the discharger
presentation.
Ms. Rubal cava, are you here?
M. Edwards. W received a request from
Ms. Rubal cava for 30 minutes. And when you begin, I'll
ask Ms. Harris to set her timer for the 30 minutes and,

as you change people, she'll, you know, pause the clock
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to give you a chance to get up and get down. But |
would like to ask you to be the taskmaster for your
group and to be sure that you hold on to that 30

m nut es.

MR. EDWARDS: Sure.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: And | am naki ng the
assunption that you'll stay and answer questions?

MR EDWARDS: Yes, we wll.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.

Go ahead and introduce yourself, sir.

MR EDWARDS: Madam Chair, nenbers of the Board,
my nane is Dave Edwards, and |I'mthe Project Director
for the Sunshine Canyon Landfill project.

W appreciate the opportunity to answer
the questions that were presented at the special hearing
on July 24th in this auditorium To provide the best
answers, | have asked team nenbers with expertise in the
respective areas to give sections of this presentation

Sharon Rubal cava, |egal counsel with
West on Benshoof, can bring clarifications to the Board's
regul atory jurisdictional areas and provide answers to
wat er related questions |ike wetlands; Dr. Bert Pal nmer
an engi neer and principal with GeoSyntac will discuss
details of Subtitle D Iliner, as well as groundwater

i ssues; Chris Funk, |egal counsel also with Wston
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Benshoof, has been involved with the project since 1988
and wi |l answer questions regardi ng phasing of the
project, cue conditions (ph), and allegations of a
cancer cluster and other health inpacts; Dr. Shari

Li bicki is a scientist and principal of Environ
Corporation and on the faculty at Stanford University,
who will discuss air quality issues and the extensive
air nonitoring that has been conducted at Sunshine
Canyon and in the surroundi ng nei ghborhoods.

Qur goals are twofold today. First, to
answer all the questions that you had fromthe July 24th
hearing and, second, to provide sound rationale for
approval today of the WDRs.

Approval of the WDRs of Sunshine Canyon
Landfill are needed because we believe that, at the end
of our question and answer presentation, you'll see that
there's no basis for the denial of the WDRs. Sunshine
Canyon Landfill neets and, in some categories, surpasses
all regulatory requirenents. There have been two EIR s.
The EIR al ready conpl eted involved nore than 60 public
hearings. The Board staff report has been thorough and
cl ear and reconmends granting the WDRs.

Finally, there is a significant shortage
of disposal capacity in L.A County. Wether or not the

Cty renews its contract in 2006 doesn't change that
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fact. Sunshine Canyon Landfill plays a vital role in
nmeeting the antici pated di sposal needs of both the Gty
and County of Los Angeles in the short and long term

Wth that, | would like to turn the mic
over to Sharon Rubal cava.

MS. RUBALCAVA: Thank you, Dave.

Good afternoon, Board nenbers. M
presentation today will address the questions posed by
the Board at the |ast hearing and the regulatory

requi renents that apply to runicipal solid waste

landfills.

The questions | will be answering are:
WIl the landfill cause water-related health inpacts?
W1l the proposed landfill inmpact the DWP. or MWD,

facilities? WII the renoval of the wetlands be
mtigated? Does BFlI's proposed landfill design neet
regul atory requirenments? And should the WDRs issue
t oday?

Beginning with the water quality rel ated
issues, | would like to stress the point that

Dr. Stratton nade earlier; that is, that he found no

pat hway, no water-rel ated pathway fromthe landfill to
the community. | would like to reiterate that, and al so
that the landfill will not cause health inpacts to the

comunity. There is and will not be exposure to the
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community fromsite groundwater |eachate or stormwater.

Let's |l ook at each of these very briefly
in turn.

W I groundwater cause water-related
heal t hs i nmpacts on the community? First off, there has
been no testinony that the community is exposed to
groundwater. The reason is that groundwater flow in
Sunshi ne Canyon is cut off by the existing extraction
trench. BFlI has proposed the addition of a cutoff wall
for added protection. Goundwater will not |eave the
property. Accordingly, there will be no exposure of the
community to groundwater and, hence, no health inpacts.

WIIl landfill |eachate cause water-related
health inmpacts in the community? Again, the answer is
no because the comunity's not exposed to | eachate.
Leachate is collected by the liner system |It's treated
and di scharged to the sanitary sewer. The discharge is
in conpliance with the discharge linmts in the
i ndustrial waste discharge permt. |If there is no
exposure to |l eachate, there can be no health inpact.

W1l stormwater cause health inpacts?
Once again, the answer is no. Stormwater is collected
and nanaged on site. The Board have no rel ated pat hway
to justify requiring a health study. Such a study is

beyond your jurisdiction.
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Next question: WII the proposed |andfil
affect the DWP. and MWD. facilities? This issue has
been covered by Dennis Dickerson in his presentation. |
would only like to point out in their letters to you,
neither the DDWP. nor the MWD. asked you to hold off
i ssuing the WDRs, nor did they ask for additiona
conditions or any changes to what had been provided by
BFI .

You asked at the last hearing if the
renoval of wetlands will be mtigated. The answer to
that is yes. Staff covered this very well. So I would
just like to focus briefly on BFI's proposed nmitigation
project, and that project will be |located at the
Chastworth Reservoir.

As M. Dickerson pointed out, this is the
closest site with added acreage for the needed
mtigation. And we're proud to say this project wll
create stream zones, wetlands, and riparian habitat at
the mitigation ratios of three-to-one and four-to-one
respectively.

W tal ked about -- the next slide. W
tal ked about the amount, the extent of the habitat, and
wetl ands renoval. M. Dickerson covered this. You'l
note our nunbers are a little different because they

cover both wetl ands and habitat.
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You al so asked at the | ast hearing about
wet | ands renoved fromthe County landfill. A total of
3.97 acres were renoved. That was pursuant to al
necessary permits.

If you look at this picture, this is the
mtigation project that BFlI perfornmed in the Arroyo Seco
i n Pasadena, a very successful nitigation project; and
hopefully Chastworth will be just as beautiful

Ckay. Let's turn very briefly to the
action before you today: Approval of WDRs and the
determ nati on you nmust nake which is whether the
landfill meets the regulatory requirenents.

Unli ke many of the Board's pernmitting
activities, the regulation of landfills is the subject
of detailed state and federal regulation setting forth
the design, siting, and nonitoring standards. There are
state and federal requirenents. In both are required
what are called a "prescriptive design standard" for
landfills. That's the conposite |liner that BFlI has
proposed. And that prescriptive design was found to be
protective by US. E P.A and the State Board to be
protective under all environnmental circunstances.

In addition to proposing the protective
prescriptive liner, you should be aware of the added

protective features of Sunshine Canyon. These include
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excellent natural containment. This site is underlined
by bedrock. It is not |ocated over an aquifer or

pot abl e water source. And we have proposed an enhanced
doubl e layer liner under the |eachate collection sunp.
That's in excess of Subtitle D requirenents.

The bottomline is that there is no
regul atory reason to deny the permit or to adopt a
different liner design than the one proposed by BFlI has
nmet or exceeded all state and federal requirenments, and
no evi dence has been presented that the project, as
proposed by BFI, will not protect the environnent.

In fact, even though your staff has
proposed an alternative liner in the change sheet,

t hey' ve done so in response to public conment. And they
state:

"Staff believes that considering the
| ow perneability of the bedrock at the
site, the liner systeminitially proposed
in the tentative WDRs is protective of
groundwat er resources."

Accordingly, the WDR should be granted
today. The tine period for processing of this permt
set forth in state | aw has already past. Please issue
the pernmit today.

Qur next presenter will be Dr. Bert Pal ner
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of GeoSyntac who will discuss the liner design and the
groundwat er noni toring program
Thank you.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you, Ms. Rubal cava.
MR PALMER  Thank you very nuch, Sharon
Madam Chai r, nenbers of the Board, | would
like to help to answer a few technical questions that
have been rai sed before by this Board.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: | need you to say your nhame
and your affiliation for the record.
MR PALMER I'msorry. M nane is Bert Pal ner,
and I'mwi th GeoSyntac Consultants.
CHAl RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, M. Pal ner
MR PALMER Before getting into the technica
details, | guess, sort of ny first question | would like
to answer is the issue of Subtitle DIliner and its
protection to the groundwater.
Before getting into the technical detail
| would like to nention that Subtitle D was originally
promul gated by the E.P. A. in 1993 as the prescriptive
standard design for landfill liners to be protective of
gr oundwat er .
Subtitle D liner has many |ayers. The
first layer is tw feet of conpacted | ow perneability

soil, typically clay. The second layer is a thick |ayer
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of hard plastic. The third layer is a | eachate
collection layer, typically gravel, which conveys the
| eachate originating fromthe refuse to the | eachate
col l ection renoval system And having all these |layers
t oget her provi de excell ent groundwater protection

As you can see, the sides and the bottom
of the landfill slope to the |leachate collection sunp
where | eachate is renoved fromthe landfill. This slope
does not allow | eachate to accumnul ate on top of the
liner. The geonenbrane acts as a barrier to downward
flow and allows the | eachate to easily flow toward the
| eachate coll ection pipe and sunp for renoval

One of the questions we hear sonetines is:
What if there is a perforation in the liner? Well
that's where the |ow pernmeability clay cones into play
and plugs the perforation on the geonenbrane providing
redundancy as a barrier to flow

Now, to avoid perforation of the liner
BFI has always and will again inplenment an i ndependent
extensi ve construction managenment nonitoring and quality
assurance program also called CQA  This programis
performed under the oversight of the Water Board.

The CQA programincl udes nmany conponents
i ncluding specifically: Continuous apparent observation

during construction, testing of the | ow perneability
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clay layer, nonitoring of the integrity of the
geonenbrane, and nmonitoring of the integrity of the
seans between t he geonenbrane panels. This nonitoring
and testing is perfornmed to nake sure that the Iiner
construction conforns to the design and that all
material s and construction nethods neet specifications.

To sunmarize, the Subtitle Dliner is
designed and constructed to protect groundwater. It
provides multiple redundant |ayers of protection for the
followi ng reason: There is no accumnul ation of |eachate
due to the slope of the liner, and the |l eachate is
removed fromthe landfill. And the geonenbrane offers
the first layer of protection agai nst groundwater fl ow,
and the clay layer offers the second |evel of
containnment for the landfill. Extensive nmonitoring and
testing is performed during construction. Al this work
and the design is reviewed and approved by the Water
Boar d.

To conclude, Subtitle D single-conposite
I iners have been thoroughly studied and, through
i mpl enent ati on, have proven to be protective of
groundwater. Therefore, this exceeds the specific
standards such as the design proposed by the Water Board
staff today and may not be necessary to provide

groundwat er protection at Sunshi ne Canyon.
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The next issue | would like to -- or the
next question | would like to discuss is sort of a
conbi nati on of the detection of 1,4-D oxane, the
Corrective Action Program as well as the need for
off-site monitoring well.

BFI has already presented and perfornmed an
ext ensi ve study, has worked with the Water Board to
eval uate 1, 4-Di oxane at Sunshi ne Canyon as proposed in
the Corrective Action Program The results of this work
were presented by M. Dickerson earlier, and | do not
want to go over it. BFI concurs with the Water Board

| just have a few conments.

BFI submitted a proposed Corrective Action
Plan to the Water Board on August 7, 2003, to address
the detection of 1,4-Dioxane and to provide the
corrective action. BFlI and the Water Board have wor ked
hand-in-hand to finalize the corrective action plan, and
as a result, the provisions of the corrective action
pl an have been included in the WDR which is before you.

I would Iike to nention, though, that the
presence of 1,4-Dioxane is likely caused by prior site
activities and not originating fromthe |ined County
landfill. In addition, because, the City extension wll
al so be lined, 1,4-Dioxane would not either originate

fromfuture Gty expansion. BFl also concurs with the
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Water Board that there's no need for an off-site
groundwater nmonitoring well. There are many redundant
systems which are either installed or can be installed
to nonitor and/or capture groundwater before it could
cross the property Iine. Al this work is presented in
the WOR.  However, if needed based on site condition
BFI will conply with regulatory requirenents regardi ng
installation of off-site groundwater nonitoring wells.

And with that, | would like to give the
floor to Chris Funk.

MR FUNK: CGood afternoon, nmenbers of the Board.

My nanme is Chris Funk. [I'man attorney with the Weston
Benshoof |aw firm

I'd like to first talk about the question
that you had relative to piece-nealing. As stated by
M. Dickerson, this project is not being piece-neal ed.
To the contrary, the subsequent Environmental | npact
Report that the City approved in 1999 covers the entire
451-acre landfill which includes the 215-acre area of
the County landfill, the 42-acre gap or bridge area
bet ween the County and the Gty and the 194 acres of the
Gty landfill that we're permtting the first portion
of. This four-volume EIR was certified in 1999 then
upheld in court. In fact, we had a 40,000 page

administrative record. It's gone through the Court of
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Appeal . It's now final

The Gty EIR and the Gty conditions

specifically contenplated that the City and County

landfills woul d be operated separately. Hopefully,

wi thin one year of the tinme we recommence |andfilling of

the City Side, we're going to be able to get approvals

fromthe County and the Gty and certain other joint

approval s that we need, including the solid waste

facilities pernit, for a joint conbined landfill so
we'll have 12,100 tons per day and a single working
phase on either side of the jurisdictional l|ine.

Let nme talk a second about separate

permitting. Again, it's said -- it's stated in the

staff report, "Sunshine Canyon is essentially bisected

by the line that divides the Cty fromthe County," as a

result of permitting for the landfilling is City and

County and ot her agencies relative to those separate

jurisdictions.

For exanple, landfilling was first

authorized in the Gty in 1958, and landfilling

conti nued until 1991.

In 1993, the County approved a

final EIR which was certified and upheld in court.

in 1996 the County landfill opened. Then in 1999, we

received approvals fromthe City for the joint

Cty/County landfill,

and we have a solid waste

And
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facilities pernit that's been issued, then, for the

first phase of that. And we're before you today, of
course, for the WDRs. So as you can see, it's not a
sinpl e process. W have to have separate permtting.

Now, with regard to Cak trees, the staff
report, again, talked about the fact that there will be
510 CGak trees renoved fromthe isolated area that's
| ocat ed between the inactive City landfill and the
operational County landfill. Two replacenent trees wll
be planted for each tree that is renoved

Now, over the past decade -- | would Iike
to add one thing to the staff report. Over the past
decade, in addition to the thousands of Cak trees that
we' ve planted in the perineter of Sunshine Canyon, we've
provided 435 Cak trees to the Gty for planting in
adj oi ning conmunities, over 2,500 trees to agencies and
organi zati ons throughout Southern California for
planting, and we will be planting another 800 Cak trees
along the southern perimeter of the landfill as a
buffer.

Next, 1'd like to talk about the closure
question that you had. You' ve asked whether the Cty's
landfill permt would prohibit the issuance of WDRs by
the Board until closure of the inactive Gty landfil

has been conpleted. Well, it does not.

101



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

What the City approval does say is that
where new areas are to overlie portions of the inactive
landfill, we nust close those portions prior to the
commencenent of landfilling in those specific areas; and
of course, that requirenment is stated by M. Dickerson
in the WRs.

I would like to turn now, to the issues of
health and cancer. And at the outset, | want to talk
about the fact that this process that |'ve been involved
inwith BFl has gone on for 15 years. |In fact, the
final EIR for the County was started in 1985.

Sharon Rubal cava and | got involved a little after that.

You know, the health issues have been
studi ed repeatedly since that tine. | think it's
i mportant that we rely on so many of these studies and
gi ve credence to -- you have experts today that have
tal ked about the credibility, the efficacy of these
studies, the efficacies of the Cancer Registry.

Wth regard to that, you know, the U. S. C
Cancer Surveillance Program has determined that there is
no cancer cluster in the residential area south of the
landfill. Dr. Cozen stated first in 1999: W found no
evi dence of an increased risk of cancer in this area.

In a recent letter to the Board, to M. Dickerson, she

agai n concl uded, quote:
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"There is no evidence of excess cancer
ri sk among residents living near the

Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill."

This is taken fromthe Cancer Registry,
and | can tell you fromexperience in ny ow life and
fam |y, when you have cancer in this county, that data
goes in. It's registered. So it's not a collection of
anecdotal ; it's factual

In anot her recent report responding to
simlar allegations of the cancer cluster near two
landfills in Pennsyl vania, the health departnent there
sai d based on the types of cancers in the area and the
rates, there's no environnmental data denonstrating that
there are human exposures to carci nhogens fromthese
sites that could increase the rate.

This report al so noted sonething that's
very interesting about the incidence of cancer. | think
it's very telling about what people say in this
communi ty.

They say that cancer increases
dramatically with age. And, for exanple: At age 65
nearly two out of every 100 peopl e diagnosed annually
have cancer. Wth cancer being discovered earlier and
with inmprovenents in treatnment, nore people are being

cured, and consequently the preval ence i s grow ng.
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And | continue to quote, quote: "This
adds to the perception that cancer risks or rates are
el evated, and it nagnifies the problem™

Part of it is that we're curing peopl e,
keepi ng people -- people are staying alive longer; there
are nore people with cancer in the comunity.

Now, attributing cancer to a specific
reason -- and this is stated by everybody today
including Dr. Stratton -- nmeans that you have to have
exposure to a specific carcinogen; and though sone
resi dents have tal ked about the potential concern of
groundwat er bei ng contami nated, they have not all eged
that they have cone in contact w th contamni nated
groundwat er nor have they alleged that they have any
contact with contam nated stormwater. Thus there's no
exposure to water which is what is under your
jurisdiction.

And sonet hi ng outside of your jurisdiction
is the issue of airborne inpacts. Dr. Shari Libicki is
going to be reporting on the absence of such effects
there whi ch our studies have shown tine and again.

Wth regard to the general health study
i ssue that was discussed a little bit by Dr. Stratton
and al so by Dr. Sinon, again, specific cancer studies

have been done, and there's no evidence of increased
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cancer risk. In general health studies, sone of the
residents have alleged that the landfill is causing
adverse health inpacts, but there's no evidence of this.
And since the late 1980s, public officials have
repeatedly found these clainms to either be
unsubstanti ated or deternmined that a health study is
unwar r ant ed.

For exanple -- and | think we have to rely
on these experinents -- in 1993, a letter to the Cty,
Dr. Paul Papaneck, who was then the chief of the
County's Toxics Epidem ol ogy Program concl uded, quote:

"I do not think that a genera

epi dem ol ogy study woul d be useful here.

Anong ot her things," he stated, "obtaining

valid data is difficult due to well

established problens in areas like this
with recall and selection bias and the
incremental risk associated with |andfil
exposure are likely to be very small."

And | further, quote, "Well bel ow the

threshol d for detection in an epi deni ol ogy

study. "

In 1999 Dr. Papaneck, again, stated this
opi ni on sayi ng, quote:

"That the potential for significant
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human health risk attributable to a
Class Ill landfill is generally low and
the Gty should not conduct an
epi dem ol ogi cal study for the proposed
proj ect because this type of study would
be unwarranted based on scientific
grounds. "
That | think is what we have to rely upon
In summary, health risk reviews in this
area have consistently found no el evated cancer ri sk,
and the experts consulted have repeatedly stated a
general health study of this area would not be
scientifically feasible or useful
| thank you, and | would like to give this
over now to Dr. Shari Libicki
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you, M. Funk
MR FUNK:  Thank you.
DR LIBICKI: Good afternoon. M nane is
Shari Libicki. I1'ma principal at Environ Corporation
As M. Funk stated, |I'mhere to address air quality at
t he Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill.
Let nme begin by discussing the three
sources of airborne enissions froma nunicipal solid
waste landfill. The three sources are landfill gas that

is not conpletely collected or destroyed by the landfil
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gas system dust generated by vehicul ar novenent on or
near the landfill surface; and, finally, exhaust
em ssi ons from heavy equi prent at the landfill.

The first source, landfill gas, has been
extensively studied for the last 20 years. It is
generated fromthe deconposition of the organic trash in
the municipal solid waste. Landfill gas is primarily

net hane and carbon di oxide as well as characterized

trace organic constituents in the landfill gas.
How does BFlI control landfill gas?
Through an extensive state-of-the-art landfill gas

collection system The systemdesign is nmandated by the

state and federal government. There is also a system of

subsurface landfill gas punps that are required to
ensure that landfill gas does not migrate beyond the
perinmeter surrounding the landfill. Local, state, and

federal regulations require both surface nonitoring and
subsurface nmonitoring to ensure integrity of the system

Sout h Coast Air Quality Managenent
District regulations that inplenent the federal I|andfill
gas collection requirenents are anong the strictest in
the nati on.

How are the potential health inpacts of
landfill gas on the residents surrounding the |andfil

studi ed? They were studied during the 1999 suppl enent al
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ElIR using well known health protective nethods. First,
the landfill gas enmissions fromthe full border were
eval uat ed; second, the potential novenent of |andfil
gas beyond the border of the landfill was predicted, and
potential exposure to the landfill gas were predicted
usi ng overestimates of how long residents may be exposed
to landfill gas; finally, the health risk of the
exposure was estimated. The assessnment showed that the
potential health risks fromlandfill gas is bel ow the
| evel of significance set by the state of California.

How i s tail pi pe exhaust from heavy
equi prent regul ated? First, the federal governnent has
set strict tail pipe exhaust linits for new vehicles
begi nning in 2004. Heavy vehicles are getting cl eaner
Second, South Coast Air Quality Managenent District
regul ation 1193 and the City approval s require garbage
truck conversions fromdi esel power to cleaner burning
fuels.

What is the inpact of diesel exhaust?
That question, too, was studied during the supplenenta
EI R process. Emissions from heavy equi pnent operating
at the landfill during full buildup were characterized
in a process simlar to that for landfill gas. Msts at
Van CGough El enentary School in the nei ghborhood were

found to be at the |ower |evel of significance set by
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the state of California.

How i s dust controlled at Sunshine Canyon?
First, water trucks and other dust suppressants are
applied regularly to roads at the landfill. There are
limts to filing and excavation during high wind events.
Finally, South Coast Air Quality Managenent District
requi res Sunshi ne Canyon to prepare and inplenment a dust
control plan. In addition, sone of the Qak trees that
were referred to by M. Funk will be planted al ong the
bermto filter dust that may exist at the boundary of
the landfill.

In response to concerns raised by the
comunity and in conformance with the requirenments in
City approvals, two air nonitoring prograns have been
conducted in the past two years at a total cost of a
quarter of a million dollars. The first programwas a
year-long programto neasure dust and diesel particulate
at the landfill bermand at Van Gough El ementary School
Thi s program was designed in conjunction with the
consultants hired by the Cty.

The program showed that the major source
of diesel particulates was fromthe hi ghways and the
roadways, not a surprising conclusion in that area. It
al so showed hi gh dust events at the landfill bermdid

not result in high dust concentration at the Van Gough
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El enentary School .

In the second program as described by

Dr. Stratton, four separate landfill events, sanpling
events for landfill gas were conducted at the | andfil
berm and at the Van Gough El ementary School. In

addition to the tracer chenicals nentioned by
Dr. Stratton, they were also nonitoring for nethane,
which is one of the nmjor constituents of landfill gas.

These events were reported in the late spring and sunmmer

when the potential for landfill gas release is at its
hi ghest. No landfill gas was detected in either the
bermor the elenentary school. Thus the study

denonstrates that the baseline air quality in the
nei ghbor hood near the landfill is not being
significantly inpacted by the landfill.

City approval conditions require ongoing
air quality studies at the landfill and at the
nei ghbor hood el enentary school

On a slightly different note, | was asked
whet her there was a wind tunnel that would threaten the
reservoirs by taking materials fromthe landfill and
dunmping theminto the reservoir. Wile there are strong
wi nds that pass over the ridgeline, these winds are not
directed fromthe landfill area to the reservoir.

Secondl y, the nonitoring program shows

110



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

that strong winds at the ridgeline slow and scatter in
t he nei ghborhood. Finally, the reservoir is |ocated
approximately two nmiles fromthe nearest landfilling
area at the Sunshi ne Canyon.

This sunms up ny discussion on air quality.

And now, to conclude, BFI's presentation
["1l turn it over to Dave Edwards.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.
MR EDWARDS: | think we're going to nmake it.

Thank you, Shari. | would |ike to wap up
our presentation.

Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill neets al
regulatory requirenents Class Il landfills. As
t horoughly di scussed by M. Palnmer and as proven at
Sunshi ne Canyon and other sites across the state, the
single conposite liner as proposed in the joint
techni cal docunent is protective of groundwater within
Sunshi ne Canyon.

The need for a double Iiner or a nodified
system as proposed by staff in the change sheets is not
warranted. There is no technical justification to
i npose a liner systemthat could increase installation
cost by as much $13 million for the devel opnment of the
Cty/County landfill.

Shown here is, as a brief sunmary of the
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anticipated costs, additional costs associated with the
proposed liner systemin the change sheets.

Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill is supported by
an FSEIR approved by the County of Los Angeles and an
SEI R approved by the Gty of Los Angeles with nore than
60 public hearings held. |In the nost recent, L.A
County countyw de integrated waste nanagenent plan,
Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill has been identified as
necessary, as a necessary element of the County's plan
to neet its solid waste di sposal needs. The |oss of the
City contract would not affect the need for Sunshine
Canyon.

Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill does not present
a cancer or health risk to the surroundi ng comunities.
Hei ghtened clainms in the cancer cluster is refuted by a
report prepared by Dr. Wendy Cozen, and clai ns that
ai rborne contanminants are affecting the nei ghborhood
have been refuted by the incessant air nonitoring
recently conpl et ed.

The fact is the comunity has not been
i npacted by the ground or surface water as clearly
stated by Dr. Stratton.

BFI has done everything required of them
as part of their approvals. W have provided the

appropriate nitigations and had continuously revisited
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i ssues such as general health and cancer and were

t horoughly revi ewed and approved by the appropriate
agenci es. W respectively request approval of the
tentati ve WDRs as anended by the staff report with the
exception of requirenent D3 for the alternative liner
desi gn.

As in the July 24th neeting, we have team
menbers here who can answer any question that you may
have. W appreciate the opportunity to help resolve any
remai ning i ssues the Board nay have either now or
fol |l owi ng other conments.

Thank you very rnuch.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you, M. Edwards.

M. Bl evins.

MR BLEVINS: You took ne by surprise. | had ny
coat off, and to ook fornmal and inportant, | wll just
put ny coat back on

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  You | ook formal with or
without it, M. Blevins.

MR BLEVINS: Thank you, Board nmenbers for asking

me to cone and testify relative to Sunshine Canyon

Landfill.

I've worked in the San Fernando Vall ey for
over 45 years. |'ve dealt with groundwater nonitoring,
drilling of wells, evaluation of the whole basin. The
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Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill -- 1've been out there over 12
or nore tines and net with different people, evaluating
t he geol ogy, the hydrogeol ogy and so on

As Watermaster, |'m appointed by the
court, and |'ve been Waternaster for nearly 25 years.
My job dealing with all of this is to evaluate not only
the water supply available but potential water quality
i ssues as they conme fromtine to tine. Right now, since
for the past 15 years or nore we've been dealing with
groundwat er contani nation in the nmajor part of the
San Fernando basin dealing with volatile organic
conmpounds such as chromium and so on. Those are the
real water quality issues that we really need to dea
Wit h.

For the past 31 years, |'ve taught at
US. C I've taught at U C L.A , Loyola Marynount and so
on. And it sounds like |I'mpatting nmyself on the back
and maybe | am But it's just that |I'msharing with you
that | have expertise in the groundwater world.

In dealing with all of this -- | gave you
a handout that 1've tried to keep to a page and a half
so maybe you would read it, and | threwin a few
handouts there that highlight the May '92 report. That
was ny Watermaster report. |'ve filed over twenty-four

of these with the Los Angel es Superior Court. But I
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worked with the with the Regional Board on a continuing
basis, going through all their files, reports, and so
on. | basically listed and evaluated all the different
landfills of the Valley. |In the May 1st report, you'l
find the figure that shows all the landfills.

The Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill is way up to
the northwest in the hilly nountain areas in an area
that's heavily, you know, anong very |ow perneability
formation in the bedrock, and it probably is the idea
location for a landfill.

In ny statement | nmade to you, we
basically looked at all this and found that in
eval uating and fiel d-checking, working with the Regi ona
Board and ot her people, | net with the North Valley
Coalition group. | met with geologist in the area and
Dr. John Mann, who has now past on. But he was one of
the great groundwater geol ogist of all tinmes, and he
felt that this was an ideal area for that.

On April 14th when we net with the Bureau
of Sanitation and -- let ne put ny glasses on. | stated
that the groundwater releases fromthe Sunshine Canyon
woul d basically not have any inpact on the groundwater
basin. There are no drinking water wells for many
mles, over ten nmles. It would take over a hundred

years for whatever cane out of the groundwater, whether

115



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

it was contam nated or not -- over a hundred years to
reach the groundwater basin for the nearest wells.

In regard to all of this, then, it's ny
view that the landfill perneability presents no kind of
threat to the groundwater basin of the San Fernando
Valley or to the water quality or groundwater that's
devel oped and utilized for the cities of Los Angel es,
G endal e and Bur bank

In ny closing renmarks, | would say it's ny
strong belief that the Sunshine Canyon Landfill does not
provide any threat to groundwater within the
San Fernando Valley and fromboth a geologic and a
hydr ogeol ogi ¢ perspective, it's one of the best
locations for a landfill.

Thank you.

Did I give you ny full nane and spell it
and stuff |ike that?

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Coul d you just spell your
nane and also clarify who you are working for at the
present time, who are you representing.

MR BLEVINS: You heard runors from Dennis
D ckerson. But |'ve been Waternmaster for nearly 25
years and worked in the Valley for 45. ['ve had in
training --

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Not your history, but who
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you' re working for today.

MR BLEVINS: Well, | like to talk about ny
history, but as of Septenber 1st, | amthe water -- |I'm
the consultant to the Watermaster O fice continuing on
there for another four or five years. The new
Watermaster is Mark Mackowski. That's highlighted in
all our literature now. But | represent the Watermaster
Ofice for the San Fernando Vall ey.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: So you're here as their
official representative?

MR. BLEVINS: Oficial representative.

CHAI RPERSON CLCKE: That's what we wanted to
know. Thank you.

MR BLEVINS: M nane is spelled Mel, you know
how to do that, Iike Mel G bson. Blevins is
B-1-e-v-i-n-s. |'ve played the role of Mel G bson

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: He should be so lucky. Thank
you.

M. Wlf, M. Roy wolf.

MR WOLF: Thank you. M nane is Roy wolf, and
I"mwith the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, and I would like to read a brief statenent
into the public record regarding this project.

"We're pleased to see that the

proposed landfill will have a conposite
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liner that appears to neet the
requi renents of state and federal law with
| eachate coll ection and recovery system
and the landfill gas collection and
control system W also note that BFlI has
proposed to install a cutoff wall in
addition to the existing extraction trench
in order to provide additiona
environnental protection. These physica
protections should be incorporated in any
final Waste Discharge Requirenents issued
by the Regional Board as well as such
nmonitoring and noticed requirenents as are
deenmed necessary by the Board to assure no
i mpact on the Metropolitan facilities."
Thank you.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you. WIIl you be
avai l abl e for questions if we have then?
MR WOLF: Yes, | wll.
CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.
M. Simonian. Did | say that right? Joe
Sinonian. 1s he still here?
MR SIMONI AN.  Yes, Madam Chair, Board nenbers.
My nanme is Joel Sinonian, and | represent American Waste

Industries, Inc. Anerican Waste |Industries is presently
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one of the largest independent haulers in the city of
Los Angeles. W own and operate two recycling
facilities, construction and denolition facility, and
conmerci al commingled recycling facility. But nore

i mportantly, we service 9,000 custoners throughout the

Los Angel es area, nost of which are nultifanmily

conpl exes.

W have a serious, serious issue today in
front of us with landfill capacity. Many tinmes each day
the landfill closes early because it reaches capacity,

and our conpany, anongst other private haulers in the
L. A nmarket, scranble to dispose of the waste. In sone
cases, refuse has accunul ated or has been stored at

nmul tifam |y conpl exes.

W had one incident that | can state to
you now where a nmanager had contacted our office and was
conplaining that the trash was traveling all the way up
the chute to the second fl oor because the bin had not
been enptied. The problemwas the landfill had cl osed
by 9:30 in the norning and our dispatchers were trying
to reroute 35 trucks to the nearest transfer station
In one instance, we sent a truck all the way fromthe
city of Van Nuys down to the Southgate transfer station
because it was the only transfer station with adequate

capacity that day to receive the truck
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Unfortunately, a transfer station is just
that; it's just a transfer station. It has to have a
place to transfer the trash to. And if the BFI/Sunshin
Canyon Landfill reaches capacity, regardl ess of whether
or not we take it to a transfer station, they' Il turn
you away because they don't have anywhere to send the
trash to.

W urge you today to please take into
serious consideration the landfill capacity issues
currently facing Los Angeles. W have no ot her
landfills readily available to us today. The Puente
Hlls landfill, owned and operated by the County, will
not accept L.A City trash. Therefore, we need to have
adequate capacity for L. A City businesses and
multi-fam |y conpl exes.

Thank you.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you very much. W]
you al so be here to answer questions?

MR SI MONI AN Yes.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.

Ms. WIson, please.

M5. WLSON: |'mjust here to answer questions
i f you have any questi ons about sewer issues.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you, Ms. WIlson. W

appreci ate that.

e
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M. Rothbart, is that the sane for you?
No? You're not going to followthe lead of Ms. WIson?

MR ROTHBART: |f you want ne to.

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE:  No. I'mjust a -- |'mnot
supposed to joke, but sonetinmes | do anyway.

MR. ROTHBART: Thank you for the opportunity to
provide comment related to the tentative Waste Di scharge
Requi rements for Sunshine Canyon Landfill. This is this
is the first tine |'ve given testinony on this matter
My nane is David Rothbart. |It's spelled
R-o-t-h-b-a-r-t.

| amthe supervising civil engineer of the
Solid Waste Water Quality Group at the Los Angel es
County Sanitation District. Although, we only revi ened
the Regi onal Board staff report only yesterday, we w sh
to specifically address the Sunshi ne Canyon Landfi l
liner system

First, | would like to sunmari ze the
Sanitation District's experience with simlar |andfil
liner systens. Since 1994, the Sanitation District has
successfully designed and constructed twel ve | andfil
liner systens at three landfills that fully conply and,
in fact, exceed Title 27 requirenents. These liners
have been constructed at canyon sites sinmlar to the

Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill site.

121



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

Regi onal Board's rmain prescribed
engi neered alternatives to acconmodat e regi onal and/or
site specific conditions.

Based on the staff report, an additiona
two feet of clay is recormmended for the Sunshine Canyon
Landfill liner and is included in the tentative Waste
Di scharge Requirenents. The staff report indicates that
the additional thickness will provide greater
reliability but provides no quantitative analysis of any
addi ti onal environnmental protection.

Doubl i ng the thickness of the clay liner
may not offer the equivalent |evel of protection of the
prescriptive standard. |In fact, this change may produce
constructibility problens that could increase the risk
of defects in the liner. The prescriptive standards
have denonstrated their effectiveness in protecting
water quality at landfill sites throughout the state.

In the Sanitation District's extensive
experience with liners, the prescriptive standard for
clay liners are consistent with Title 27 perfornance
st andards and have provided protection of groundwater at
all Sanitation District facilities and all the
facilities we have revi ened.

I thank you again for this opportunity to

address the nenbers of the Regional Board and the Board
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staff.
CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.
M. Wayde Hunter, please.

MR HUNTER  Madam Chair, nenbers of the Board,
I"mnot quite sure if |'mbeing called because | also
had two speaker cards in there, and one was to speak on
behal f of Congressnan Brad Sher nan.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Do you have an official
letter from hinf

MR. HUNTER  Yes, | do.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: Ckay. | didn't know that.
Let's start with that, and I'Il let you take your first
bite of the apple being the representative fromthe
Congressman's office

MR HUNTER  Thank you very nuch

Madam chai r, menbers of the Board

congressman Brad Sherman and his staff have brought and

have asked if | would read a letter fromthe Congressman

into the record.
" St at enent of Congressnan Sher nan:
Los Angel es Regional Water Quality Contro
Board, public hearing on Sunshi ne Canyon
Landfill. As you may recall, | wote to
the Regional Board in early July during

the first public coment hearing on the
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Wast e Di scharge Requirenents for Sunshine
Canyon Landfill. | strongly object to any
action that would allow for the expansion
of the landfill by Browning Ferris
Industries as well as risk the possibility
of inproper waste discharge to groundwater
sources. | wish to echo those sentinents
to you today.
"I've heard the concerns of the
community with respect to the adverse
i mpacts this landfill poses to their
health and quality of life. There
continues to be overwhel m ng opposition to
any action that would allow for the
expansi on of the Sunshi ne Canyon Landfill.
"“I''m hopeful you will take into
account and consider the concerns and
interests of local residents as well as
the clients you will hear fromtoday,
t hose who represent the Gty of
Los Angeles and the State of California.
"The inpact on the environnent and
wat er quality depend on your conmitnent to
ensure the Sunshine Canyon Landfill does

not continue to pose a threat to |oca
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comunities and the Los Angel es County
water source. | look forward to your
i mportant deci sion.
"Brad Shernan."
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you. And will you give
a copy of that to Ms. Harris, please
Now, do you have another hat to wear?
MR. HUNTER:  Yes, nma'am
Madam Chai r, nenbers of the Board, ny nane
is Wayde Hunter, and |I'm president of the North Valley
Coal i tion.
| would ask maybe a little | eeway for ne
today regarding the time constraints. According to your
people, we had quite a few people that had to | eave, and
I would ask maybe if you could just give us a little
time because we are addressing a |l ot of new issues: The
staff report, which we only received Monday of this
week; plus we've seen the BFI presentation; plus we
heard from a nunber of experts. And we would like to
address sone of those issues because this is, it |ooks
like, our only tinme to nake our opinion known to you
regardi ng this new i nfornmation.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  How mnuch tinme do you think
you need?

MR HUNTER | will try tolimt it to three,
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maybe four at the nost.
CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: M nut es.
MR HUNTER  Thank you.

| do have about fifteen people that sent
e-mails to us because they couldn't attend the
proceedi ngs, and they basically all feel the sanme way.
They oppose the approval of the WDRs. They are
concerned about the water; they are concerned about
their safety and the air we breath and the cancer
problenms they have. So | would like to subnit those to
t he Board.

For ny part, this is kind of off-the-cuff,
but in listening to a couple of the doctors testify
about how peopl e would get problens fromthis particul ar
landfill -- and | apologize | did not have an instant
to -- | had to be carrying these around in ny briefcase
and, Cod, what kind of life is that when you carry
around pictures of dust and trash, you know, in your
bri ef case.

But | want the Board to | ook at these
things. And these were taken in 1989, and you can see
t he dust and things that blow over the houses. As a
matter of fact, | can see it from10.2 niles away. And
when | called Sanitation, they said it's not our

problem it's AQMD. And when | called AQ MD., they
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said it's not our problem call Sanitation. And so it
went. And so you can see why people are very
di stressed.

I would like to ask if you could just pass
t hese around. Again, just showing you the dust and
things in the area and the trash that we experience.
Ckay. Now, I'mready to go

W did get the report and Item 1, discuss
possi ble health inpacts of the landfill. That was from
the staff report. And Dr. Wendy Cozen's Septenber 2003
report init, we reviewed this.

And | would just like to say that, you
know, a | ocal doctor conducted a study in our area, and
he found that we were suffering twi ce the nationa
average of upper respiratory distress. Interestingly,
he di ed of cancer. But hey, you know, | guess l|istening
to the prior testinmony, we all should want to |ive next
to a landfill because according to BFI, everything is
wonder f ul .

| defy you to find any study out there
that says that living next to a landfill inproves your
property val ues and inproves your health. There isn't
one. | challenge you to find one.

But, anyway, in Dr. Cozen's study, she

references Census Tract 106601, or 106500 for the
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adj acent tract. And I'mreally confused because | went
and | ooked at the Census Bureau to | ook at these tracts.
And according to the landfill and the houses that we
live in, we belong to Census Tract 106603.

There's an adj oi ni ng census tract right
next to the landfill, which is 10610. And we believe it
was not included basically because she states there were
too few African-Anerican, Asians or Latinos to include
in the analysis separately; and the adjoining tract is
al so 47 percent Latino. You know, a really mnority
group here, and they seemto have been forgotten
Apparently, they just don't rmake quite as nuch noi se as
the rest of us, but I'msure they are suffering in the
health i npacts the sane as we do

Also, | would like to talk very quickly
about the wetlands issues. You know, up to
9.18 acres -- and, again, when you're |ooking at these
i ndi vidual things for the Cty, you're | ooking
at 3 acres here, 3 acres there. What we're talking
about is we're already up to 9.18 acres. W don't even
know if this includes the enmergency repairs that BFl did
because they took out some wetlands there plus, as they
said, they didn't even account for the |loss of the
wetlands in the City.

So, obviously, we're being inpacted by
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this. And had BFI applied for all 11 acres that they
did originally in the 250 million-ton landfill, that the
El R was done on in 1987 -- say, we would be | ooking
at 11 acres. And they would have to have had a 401, 402
permit then. But they didn't they split it out. And
what they ended up with is -- they went with a
nati onwi de pernmit because they were able to reduce it
and just look at that landfill portion. They didn't
| ook at what the whole project was. And again now,
here's the City taking sone nore wetl ands.

Restoration projects in other areas --
Pasadena, Chastworth, | don't care -- based on a
no-net-loss policy by the court does nothing, nothing to
mtigate the I oss and the inpact of the comunities
around the landfill. No matter how you slice it, we're
losing flora and fauna to far away nei ghbors, and it
will detrinmentally inpact our environment while giving
nothing to us in return.

I"mgoing to skip alittle to show how
well 1'"Il try to stick to ny tine

Again, the cunul ative inpact of the entire
project is what you asked for, and what they cane back
with was not the answer.

I"'mtelling you now. The entire

contenplated project is 215 nmillion tons in three phases
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that was subject of a 1987 EIR  Phase 1 was the County;
Phase 2 was the Gty, and Phase 3 was the County again.
It's not just Phase 1 then the County we're talking
about, and then Phase 2 and the City. That's what
you're looking at -- and you're not even | ooking at
that. You're looking at Phase 2 of the Gity. And even
the City is being divided into a couple of phases
because you're | ooking at Phase 1 of Unit 2. So, again,
they did not conme back with the right answer. The whole
project is 215 million tons.

And when they say that there's no | ogic.
Sorry -- that there's no logic. That there's no
requi renent in the tentative WORs and the M&RP is | ess
stringent than what would be in a pernmt that would
cover the entire contenplated project, that doesn't
really address the real issue.

The entire project as proposed,
215 million tons, could not and woul d not have been
approved because the inpacts could not be nitigated.
I ndeed, the conbined first two phases of the County and
the City projects would not have been approved. Wile
the cunul ative inpacts nmay have been contenplated in the
215 million-ton proposal, it was never approved. The
County reviewed only a nmillion-ton proposal and

6,600 tons per day, stating that it was done to reduce
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the inmpacts which could not be nmitigated if considered
as a whole. The inpacts of even this phase were reduced
by conducting the traffic inpacts caused by the |ong
haul city landfills.

So you see, we didn't see the cumul ative
i mpacts. We saw a reduced nunber. And now, that you're
considering the City and its inpacts, you're not
considering the cumul ative inpact of the County which
wi Il have a conbined total of 12,100 tons per day.

Al nost done. Under Item9, the fina
closure. You have a statenent there that you thought
shoul d be added related to the construction of the |iner
system W concur with that.

The only suggestion we're making is that
you add the word "all" to read: Construction of the

liner systemthat will be located on the slopes of the

existing landfill shall not be started until, quote,
"all" the final close of construction activity on the
existing landfill is conplete.

Ski ppi ng over -- I'mdown to ny | ast

point, and | thank you very nuch for giving ne this
extra time.

We tal k about the upgrade of proposed
landfill liner system which is Item14 on the staff's

report. While the public agrees that increasing the
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clay layer fromtw to four feet and the Iiner from 60
"ml" to 80 "ml|" is an inprovenent, it still doesn't
agree that, given the proximty of the water storage and
the treatnent facilities, that this inprovenment will
ensure that no contamination will ever get out.

The public is adamantly opposed to the
approval of the WoR. But if the Board considers it, the
liner should be at the very, very | east a double
synthetic liner that nmeets Cass | hazardous | andfil
wast e standar ds.

As Dr. Fred Lee states, quote

"It is obviously -- it is obviously

froma sinple I evel of calculation, a

chemical characterization and aquatic

chenmistry of municipal landfill |eachate
conponents, that a nininum designed |iner
will leave breach for a | eachate in a few
nonths. The inadequacy of that type of
liner to prevent groundwater pollution by

a nunicipal landfill |eachate has been

known in the technical field for many

years."

And | just quote one other landfill thing
I think you'll find this very pertinent.

"The problemw th |andfil
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appl i cant s"

And this is Dr. Lee, a professional okay,

a noted man in his field.

"The problemw th landfill applicants
and their consultants failing to provide
adequate and reliable information on the
ability of the proposed |andfil
groundwat er nonitoring systemto conply
with regulatory requirenments is part of a
significant problemthat exists today in
the regul ation/ provision of landfills.
Typically, landfill applicants and their
consultants follow the approach of doing
the least in order to get the |andfil
permt."

And WI1liam Jones discussed that:

"Significant and well known probl ens
exi st today where landfill applicants and
their consultants fail to provide ful
di scl osure of the potential problens
associ ated with a proposed landfill in
protecting public health, groundwater
resources, the environment and the
interest of those within the sphere of

i nfluence of the landfill for as long as
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the waste in the landfill will be a

threat."

And | did truncate it, but | would like to
submit the entire thing including the pictures.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, sir.

Ms. Mann? Ms. Mann, are you still here?
Sherry Mann.

PERSON | N AUDI ENCE:  She left.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  How about Ms. Edwards is she
still here? Mary Edwards.

M5. EDWARDS: Hello, ny nane is Mary Edwards.
|'ve been doing this for so many years. |'mon the
verge of tears because this is our last hearing, our
very last chance, and it's not because we're naking
t hi ngs up.

My field is not professional, but it was
ethics; that's what | graduated from school in. And
I've been so disillusioned with the process. Nothing is
in anyone's purview ever, particularly the health and
safety of our comunity.

And | know, froma |ogical standpoint,
that possibly you can't trace the cancer to different
points. Tell that to nmy neighbor who is 45 and di ed and
the other one who was 50 and died and the two that Iive

behind ne. Tell that to ny two children who noved out
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of the area and woul d never ever be counted in any of
t hese surveys because they don't |ive and were not
di agnosed in the area. But now, we're on the second
generation. Marion, her children have cancer. This is
not right. And besides that, |'ve seen too many.
I've -- 1've held too many hands of the dying, and |'ve
seen too nmany people that were sick. And what you are
considering today is not just what's happened in the
County landfill, and the baseline studies that they're
doi ng, which they are doing to find out what was goi ng
to happen when it conmes back -- because it's com ng
back. It is nmuch better when you're a nile and a
quarter a away fromthe County. But when it cones back
i s what you're approving today.

It's coming back towards the conmmunity.
And the baseline study was to decide what will happen
next. And | think that the young wonan mi sspoke when
she said it was below a | evel of significance. That was
not the truth

The EIR says that the one area above the
| evel of significance was the air quality. And they had
to do overriding considerations of the trash crisis in
order to prove that there was -- in order to prove there
was a trash crisis in order to say that, okay, it's okay

to pollute your air nore. But they did find that
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You know what, I'mgoing on a little |ong.
As they said, we have very few people here today. Many
are di scouraged and disillusioned with the process
t hey' ve seen.

We do not believe at this particular
point, there is a real need for the expansion at this
time because, if you look at the statistics that we
turned in, BFlI in the County has only used half of its
capacity. And | think they don't close at the end of
the day; they close at the end of the working day. [|I'm
sure they nust have to call sonme of their haulers and go
sonewhere el se. But according to the inspector, they
stay open every day to the end of the day for trash.

And also if you look at the statistics,
they didn't exceed their anmounts at any single tine in
the last two years according to the biannual report.
They never net the 6,600 a day. So really there isn't
t hat need.

W want the City of L.A to go into the
process of having things MRF d first, which the material
that would be conming in would go the recycling before it
would go to these landfills. And we really are pushing
on this, frombeing on the MRFs, conmittee, | knowit's
one of the things we want to have happen is to have it

go to a materials recovery facility.
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Is it okay?

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: | -- | appreciate your
com ng. | know you've been here before, and so | think
we understand your point of view.

M5. EDWARDS: Well, there is an awful |ot about
cumul ative inpact that | want to talk to you about. It
was in the staff report, and | know that increnmenta
approvals and all these other things that are really
important and this is --

This is our last hearing for heaven's
sake.

CHAI RPERSON CLCKE: | hope you were here when
said that we read all the transcripts and everything
fromthe first hearing. W heard you. Everybody el se
has kept to their agreed upon tine linmts. | need you
to doit, too. | gave M. Hunter sone extra tinme
because he said peopl e had gone hone, but otherw se
made everybody --

M5. EDWARDS: | think that's a tragedy.

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: M's. Iverson

MS. EDWARDS: The final tragedy you people hold
in your hands. The water of this comunity --

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M's. Edwards, please we have
heard everybody.

Ms. lverson.
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PERSON | N AUDI ENCE:  She went hone.

M5. EDWARDS: 1'Il go honme and tell this to ny
dyi ng children.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M's. Elliott, please.

PERSON | N AUDI ENCE:  She left.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M. Ki enhol z.

MS. KIENHOLZ: Well, ny name is MaryAnna
Ki enholz. | live between Van Gough Street School and
the dunp. And | just -- there was a couple things said
today that | would like to talk about.

One of the things said was that there is
no health risk if BFI conplies with the proposed
reconmendations. And |'ve been there a long tine and
have not noticed that they conply with recomendati ons.
In 1999 there was a neeting, and they were told things
that they should conply with. They did not; they have

been fi ned.

The other thing that | like to speak on is
the leachate. It was said that the sewers can handl e
what ever conmes fromthe landfill. Well, sonme of that

that comes into the sewers has cone up into ny hone

And it is not just a bad snell; it is an odor that you
can't breathe. It is an odor that hurts when you try to
breathe. And it conmes up in nmy showers, and it comes up

in ny sink.
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Now, | have rmade many calls to the
A.QMD. Now, they have conme out and they have snelled
it. They have told ne that it canme fromthe dunp. And
| also have asthnma, and ny doctor told ne that it is
because of the environnment and that | should sell ny
house and not live near a landfill.

It's just beyond ny conprehension that we

woul d he have this kind of thing running underneath our

hones. | have seen city workers, three trucks out at
different tines. | was told -- | went out and asked
what they were doing. It was a Sunday at ten o' clock

And | was told that they were doing nai ntenance. And
just couldn't believe that they would have to do, you
know, regular maintenance on a Sunday. And then anot her
truck came and was doing the sanme thing. Finally, one
of the trucks said city engineers, and | asked them what
they were doing. And they said they were checking the
flow of the sewer.

Now, | don't know if that's what has been
ordered, but | tried to call Sanitation about it and
their phones were not working. So we really need
answers, and | really would like to knowif | still have
to live on top of all of that stuff that goes through ny
sewer fromthe dunp

Thank you very rnuch.

139



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, Ms. Kienhol z.
Ms. Crosby, are you still here?
Mary Ellen Croshy?

M5. CRCSBY: I'mthe third Mary. |'m Mary Ellen
Crosby, and Mary Edwards hit on sonme of the things I
wanted to bring up. But | just have a couple of things
here that | would like to bring up

For one thing, the Board was given
statistics that in their biannual report on May of 2003,
that said that the average daily flow of traffic that
was brought into to the dunp -- | nean the landfill was
5,387 tons. And then in 2002, there was dunped 5, 798.
But they were allowed six hundred and si x thousand
(sic). Nowhere did they cone near that.

Then your staff was given information by
BFI and by one of the gentleman that spoke a little
whi | e ago, saying that the dunp was closed. Well,
according to your report, on the staff report, page 6,
item1l, it states that the dunp closed early every day.
But we contacted the county inspectors, and they canme up
with a entirely different report than what's stated by
these people. They said they renai ned open every day
until closing time. So |I think sonmebody should check in
to the two reports because that's quite a di screpancy.

Then there's another thing 1'd like to
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bring up. The biannual report of this year tracks that
the waste deposited up to 2002 showed that eight
thousand -- eight mllion two thousand six hundred and
sixty -- well, anyway -- of trash was pernmitted and the
capacity is sixteen nillion nine hundred and

sormet hi ng-t housand.

VWll, | don't have the letters behind ny
nane and | only went to high school and one year of
college. But when | went to school, when you subtract
eight mllion fromsixteen nmllion, that's
eight million tons of difference. And if they stil
have eight million tons in a six-year period that they
can still dunp in there, why do they have to re-open
anot her area.

That to ne shows they have
eight million tons that they can still dunp in the
County. Wy do they have to go into the City? That's a
bi g question, and | think that's sonething that should
be addressed.

And another thing I'mgoing to bring up --
and |I'm probably going over ny tine. They are going to
take out the wetlands and nove it ten to twelve niles
fromus, and we're going to lose all these trees.

Vell, I"'mreal involved with the parks in

our nei ghborhood. |If they are going to get rid of all

141



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

the trees, | sure in the heck would like to have at

| east twenty 15-gallon Cak trees noved to Bee Canyon
Park because we're enlarging on Bee Canyon, and there
wasn't enough noney to be able to put in the rest of the
trees.

So if they are going to take all the trees
away fromus up there, bring them down to where the
nei ghbor hood i s.

One nore conment to nmake, then I'll shut
up. M son was one of those cancers. And three weeks
ago Granada Hills and Kennedy Hi gh School had a cl ass
reunion. Mst of the students there were between 30 and
45 years ol d, and even the students were saying:

Where's so and so? He's not with us anynore. Were's
this one? He's not with us anynore.

In that 30 to 45-year age group, there's a
tremendous anount of cancer and nost of these -- | cal
them "ki ds" but they're our children, were born or lived
in this neighborhood for over 25 years. None of them
live at hone with nomry anynore. They're nostly al
married, have children of their own, and have noved on
And nowhere in the records that you've been presented,
in any of the records that show are any of these
children or students, whatever you want to call them

shown because they've all noved out of the area. But
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they did live in the area for over 20 years.

And these records and these tests and all
this stuff that you' ve done, nowhere shows in that age
group these people that were treated or have died from
cancer who no longer live in our area

Thank you for letting me go over. |'lI
pass this in.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you.

Is Ms. Thompson still here? Are you
Ms. Thonpson?

MR BLEVINS: No, ma'am Ms. Edwards was very
di straught, and she was supposed to turn in sone
docunents to you. And | wonder if |I mght be able to do
that on her behal f?

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: Is it the sane thing she
spoke to?

MR BLEVINS: She didn't have the chance to
address these two issues. She spoke to you on health
and on the closing, sone things that the North Valley
Coalition would have liked if you chose to approve, this
is sone things we would have liked to have had. Like
said, she kind of lost it and walked out. So if |I may
at |east --

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: | -- | -- I'"msorry about

this, but | cannot accept things into the record that we
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don't hear ourselves or that haven't been subnitted to
us in enough tine for us to read them Because then
somet hi ng becones part of the record that we've nmade our
deci sion on that we've never seen and that's not
appropri ate.

MR. BLEVINS: | understand. That's why she was
attenpting to try to get the additional information in
to you so that you would hear it, and we only got
staff's report --

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE:  Sir, | really can't accept a
late subnmittal. There will be plenty of questions. You
may find an opportunity to bring some of that materia
in, in the questions.

MR BLEVINS: Yes. Well, if not, we would
obviously like you to continue it so we have nore
opportunity to conment.

Thank you.

CHAl RPERSON CLCKE: |s Ms. Thonpson still here?
You are our |ast speaker. You have that distinction

M5. THOWSON. And | was going to read a letter
into the record, but there are a couple things | really
do have to address that they said.

And one of themis Dr. Cozen's letters in
'99, they pulled out pieces that were good for them

When she said there was no evi dence of cancer clusters.
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fromhim

t hat said:

He

"This does not conpletely rule out the
possibility of a cause of cancer m ght be
caused by environnental em ssions, but
such an occurrence woul d not be detectible
except in extrene circunstance."”

She further wites:

"When there's a concern about possible
health risks, it's preferable to base
deci si ons on neasurenment of potentially
harnful em ssions.”

They left that part out.
And Dr. Papaneck, they were al so quoting

had a quote there at the end of his letter

"Qur public health goal overall should
be to keep airborne concentrations of
landfill derived pollutants as reasonably
cl ose to background anbient |evels as
possi bl e."

Also, we were told by the way at Van Gough

that they were only being nonitored for diesel, not

landfill gases. So | wanted to say that, and I'lIl read

this letter:

"The City of Los Angel es has presented
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its plan to stop taking trash to Sunshine
Canyon in three years. The Cty is also
conmitted to a Joint Powers Programwith
the Gty -- with the County to site MRF
transfer facilities citywide and a | ong
haul residual waste to the County's fully
permitted di sposal sites.

"Further, the state auditors
identified a glut of landfill capacity
within the state." That was in the year
2000 by Antoni o Viarai gosa

"Additionally, hundreds of MRF s exi st
locally that are anxious for part of the
wast e stream but are precluded from
significant tonnage and reuse of val uable
resources by large landfills |ike Sunshine
Canyon who's price is lowin the short
termand who's real cost will be borne by
future generations.

"There are many new t echnol ogi es bei ng
put forward that convert trash to usable
products. These are cl osed systens that
do not cause the environnmental damage of
i nci neration. These hold great prom se,

but if the cheaper nore damaging landfills
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continue to be pernmtted, the safer and
| ess danmgi ng alternatives cannot conpete.

"The Gty has retained a consultant to
eval uate these technol ogies, with the
i ntent of selecting and going forward with
one or nore.

"The staff report states" in item
No. 10 | believe "that they believe BFI
wi Il support the concept of trash
reduction in the City of Los Angeles.
Not hi ng could be further fromthe truth

"The North Valley Coalition and the
recyclers, small haul ers, have requested
that the new franchise fee levied by the
City be inposed only on haul ers whose
wast e has not been recycled before it was
dunped in a landfill. This fee, we had
hoped, woul d encourage recycling and go
toward creating an econonmic incentive to
recycle.

"BFI successfully | obbied against this
concept .

"This situation at the landfill has
turned into a very political matter over

t he years.
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"I believe it speaks vol unes when
hundreds of comunity residents cone to
the hearing and all the elected in
attendance who spoke in the conmunity's
favor were the Mayor, the Gty Attorney,
the Congressman, the Gty Council man, the
Assenbl yman; and BFI had the chanber of
commerce on their side and VICA (ph). And
one piece of stationery that had a picture
of a former assenbl ynman who cane from out
of some district to speak in favor of the
expansi on back in '99 and has since left
due to termlinmts. He was the only
elected official to cone out and testify
on behal f of the expansi on back then al so.
BFI had only paid consultants, | obbyists
and enpl oyees." Thanks.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you very nuch
That concl udes our public testinony.
I would just Iike to announce that
M. Mchael Bledsoe, who is the staff council for the
California Integrated Waste Managenent Board, is present
and has told us that he would be available if there were
Board questions. | want all the Board nmenbers to be

avail able for that.
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At this time we're going take a ten-mninute
break, and that neans we'll be back at four o'clock or a
little before four for deliberations on the question and
del i berations on this matter
Thank you.
(At 3:46 p.m, a break was taken in the
proceedi ngs.)

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ladi es and gentlenmen, we're
back in session. W're going to spend the first few
m nut es here asking questions and getting clarification,
and then we will close the public portion of this
hearing, and the matter will be before the Board for its
del i beration and action

So the first person we would like to ask
questions of is you, M. Dickerson
M. Nahai, will you start, please.

MR. NAHAI: | would be happy to.

MR DICKERSON. 1'll just note that Rod Nel son
and Wen Yang are the staff who have been nost invol ved
in this and have nmuch of the technical information and
will help ne respond to questions.

MR NAHAI: |'mgoing to pose a couple of
questions, and then later on | mght come back to you
with a couple nore as we go through.

My first question, though, has to do with
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the FSEIR. And |l ooking at that, | think that the data
in the FSEIR, the actual work was conpleted in June of
1998, and then but it was certified in 1999. |Is that
correct?

MR YANG Yes, | believe so

MR NAHAI: At the tinme that docunent was
processed and conpleted and certified, at that tine
D oxane certainly hadn't been discovered at the
landfill; is that correct?

MR DICKERSON: | think that's correct.

MR. YANG 1, 4-Di oxane was not required unti

recently.

MR NAHAI: | didn't ask whether it was required,

| asked whether it was discovered at the tinme that
docunent was processed

MR DICKERSON: It was just recently identified.

MR NAHAI: And VOC contanination, had that been
di scovered and noted at the tine that the FSEIR was
pr epar ed?

MR YANG Yes. As | renenber, it's nore than
ten years since the VOC

MR NAHAI: Since the VOC?

MR. YANG Yes.

MR NAHAI: Wth respect to when BFlI decides to

process the County Side of the pernit, what kind of
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pernmits are they going to need fromthe County? WII
they need a special conditional use permt?

MR. NELSON: They currently are pernmitted to
operate where they are. | believe there is -- they need
approval to go in the area that they refer to as the
"bridge area" between the Cty/County Iine and the
exi sting kind of the southeast section of the County
that's currently accepti ng waste.

MR NAHAI: WIIl there need to be agreenents
between the Gty and the County? | saw a reference in
the materials to revenue-sharing agreenents and
operational agreenents between the two jurisdictions.

MR NELSON: Well, | would rather not conment on
that. | don't think I amqualified to comment on that.
| know that in order to utilize that space, remaining
space in the County, they would have to have sone ki nd
of agreenment with the Gty just because of the stability
i ssues.

MR. NAHAI: Next question regarding there was in
the materials reference that 3.3 nmillion dollars is
going to be provided to the City for recycling purposes
and so on. But -- correct neif |I'mwong on
this though -- as | see it, though, that 3.3 nillion, as
| see it, is a franchise fee that's paid to the Cty and

it's predicated on the anount of trash that the Cty is
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hauling to the landfill.
If you don't know, say "I don't know, " and
"Il pose the question to staff.

MR NELSON: I'mafraid | can't coment on that.

MR NAHAI: Al right. [I'Il stop there, and then
I may have sone questions for you later on. For now
["11 defer.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Are there nore questions from
staff?

M. Shaheen.

MR, SHEEHAN:. Just on the earthquake question,
thi nk Dennis, when you went through it, you said it was
under review by the DWR | guess that was the
guestion. Did | understand that correctly? |Is there a
timeline?

MR DICKERSON. It's ny understanding that it is
i n di scussion between BFI and the Departnment of Water
Resources on the seisnmic issue. | personally don't have
any nore detail than that.

Rod, do you have anything further?

MR NELSON: BFI and D.WR net about a nonth
ago. They've had neetings for the |ast several nonths,
and they are continuing to work out the remaining
i ssues.

MR SHEEHAN: So there's a fornmal review of --
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MR NELSON: Mbst definitely, yes.

MR SHEEHAN. Is there a tinmeline on that.

MR NELSON: There's no tineline |I'maware of.
BFI would like to get it resolved, but D.WR does not
have a tineline.

MR LAUFFER If | just could interject,
M. Shaheen, to clarify, there's sonme possibility for
confusion on the overlap between the DDWR and their
review of it.

In the Waste Di scharge Requirenments, as in
all Waste Di scharge Requirenents, there's prescriptive
standards that are established for the maximumin this
case because of our policy within our region, the
maxi mum cr edi bl e earthquake that woul d be sustai ned or
that the landfill would have to be able to sustain that.

So, essentially, what BFI and the
Depart ment of Water Resources are in the process of
doi ng now i s going through essentially engineering that
woul d be associated with that maxi num credible
eart hquake.

Is that a fair characterization

So it's not sonething that's normally
requi red before the WORs are issued. The WDRs set the
prescriptive requirenent. |n our case, the naxinmm

credi bl e earthquake. Then the di scharger works with the
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Department of Water Resource to engi neer what it takes
to sustain that maxi mum credi bl e eart hquake.

MR SHEEHAN.  Thank you.

M5. DIAMOND: | have a couple of questions.

Back to the issue of Dioxane. W've heard

a lot of information. Some of the information about it
is we know it's been detected and everybody has agreed
to that in both the County and the City nonitoring the
wells. It's been released on the City Side landfill to
groundwater. That's been in the record, and that it
does not bi odegrade very easily. And, in fact, one
letter that we got fromCity Councilnman Smth, said --
clains that a clay based liner of only four feet, as
proposed in our change sheet, is not sufficient to keep
it fromthe water table. And | wondered if you could
respond to that statenent.

MR NELSON: 1, 4-Di oxane was not detected in any
County groundwater nonitoring wells. It was detected in
the | eachate, but not in the groundwater. It was
detected in three groundwater nonitoring wells for the
underlying Cty portion of the landfill. The trave
time of 1,4-Di oxane through the clay -- | haven't | ooked
specifically at it, but I'msure the Gty has the right
nunbers.

But the liner systemfor the County --
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excuse ne -- for the Cty, and the County, for that
matter, is a conposite |liner systemand the biggest
detriment to flowthrough of any landfill liquids is
really the plastic synthetic part of it. That is very

i mper meabl e. That has to be designed for the
anticipated constituents in the | eachate to be
conpatible. So that it will not be degraded if it cones
in contact with it.

So the 80-thousandths of a inch thick
plastic liner is really the najor inpedinment to
f1 owt hr ough.

MS. DI AMOND: Have you any idea, since | think
also read in this nassive record, that all landfills at
sone point |eak or have, and how |l ong would it take
Di oxane to | eak?

Are there any scientific studies that
would tell us the travel, the path of travel and how
long it takes for Dioxane to |eak?

MR NELSON: Well, the statenent "all liners
| eak" was made by E.P.A. But it is kind of a
phi | osophi cal statenent. The sanme agency that nade that
statenment al so designed and wote the | andfil
regul ati ons for municipal solid waste landfills.

It's primarily a matter of what is

deternmined to be a leak. In order to have a | eak
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through a liner, you have to have liquid on top of it.
And one of the requirenments of the liner systemis that
you have a slope to the Iiner so the stuff, the | eachate
will mgrate away and not stand on top of the liner and
go to a sunp which is, in this case, has twice the |iner
system

The State Water Resources Board has said
in the past that liners do |eak; liner systens do
control |eakage. But, again, it is nore philosophica
issue. Do all liners leak? | suppose at sone point
they would. We don't have any indication yet of any of
our new lined landfills that have been built to the --

M5. DIAMOND: So basically, | don't want -- you
can't give ne an answer to how fast, or do we have any
scientific informati on about how fast Di oxane travel s?

MR NELSON: Through a liner or through
gr oundwat er ?

M5. DI AMOND:  Yes.

MR NELSON: No. I'mafraid not.

M5. DI AMOND: One other question for staff that |
have and that has to do with the issue of wetlands
mtigation.

Have staff | ooked into the possibility of
mtigating the wetlands in the area of the comunity

that will be losing the wetlands, that is, the area that
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is going to be directly affected rather than the

Chatsworth reservoir, which is another watershed?

and |"'1

t hat .

MR. DICKERSON: | think that has been di scussed,
| ask Raynmond Jay to cone up to help nme out on

Raynond Jay heads up our wetland group and

manages the 401 certification program

MR JAY: | think the response is that we haven't

fully approved the plan. Normally, we like all the

mtigat

ion to occur in one place. |If the Board

recomended that we keep part of it locally, we could

ask the Applicant to | ook for sonmething locally for a

snmal | er

portion of the mtigation and make the najor

portion of the mitigation occur in another -- in the

Chat sworth reservoir.

M5. DIAMOND: So this is the policy that the

Board can deterni ne?

MR JAY: Correct.
M5. DIAMOND: That's all | have now.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Stay up there for a mnute.

I"mgoing to followup, first, on the

science question on the wetlands mitigation. And also

I"mlooking at a map that came -- can you see which one

it is?

to us,

It's figure 4.4-1 for the record
This is a map that | believe BFI subnmitte

showi ng the existing vegetation conmunity.

d
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When you say that there's going to be
wetlands mitigation, | understand that. But | see here
a great many plant types that are native to California
but are not necessarily part of a wetlands ecol ogy.

Are these also nmitigated in the 401 action
or sone other action?

MR JAY: Normally, what we would do is we'd ask
themto mitigate for a simlar habitat that's being
i npacted. |If what's being inpacted is not native
vegetation, we had asked themto nitigate a higher
percentage of native habitat in the nitigation site.

MR DICKERSON: | think, if |I can restate the
question. The question has to do with whether or not
there are provisions to address mitigati on of areas that
are not wetlands, that are other kinds of vegetation
desi gnat ed ar eas.

MR JAY: The 401 itself is primarily for the
dredge-and-fill permt, which would be wetlands or
riparian areas. So that is typically what it addresses.
It could be expanded at the Board's discretion to
i ncl ude sone ot her things.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M. Dickerson, how, | nean
this question of -- I'mlooking at, you know, at sone
riparian trees like the Royal WIIlow but 1'malso

| ooking at trees like Big Cone Douglas Fir on this list.
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So if we are concerned with mitigation for

all of the vegetation |ost, how do we approach that?
MR. LAUFFER: Maybe this is a good opportunity
for counsel to chime in.

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act --
Section 401 of the Water Quality Certification are one
of the rare areas where we actually have oversight for
mtigation. Non-riparian and non-wetland habitats, such
as chaparral or the Big Cone Douglas Pines you're
referring to, are basically outside the jurisdiction of
this Board. But that is a question you nay want to ask
BFI because when the project was proposed and these
types of native habitats were being lost, that is
sonmet hing that is anal yzed as part of the Fina
Suppl enental Environnental | npact Report.

And the County and/or City, in this case,
as a condition of the mitigation for the | ost habitat
may have required sone nitigation. But that specific
i ssue, because we're outside the bounds of Section 401
of the Clean Water Act and the Water Quality
Certification Requirenment, would not be sonething the
Board would ordinarily | ook at.

MR MCDONALD: [I'Il go. Just to follow up on
that, | was going to get clarification

Now, renoval of wetlands nornally falls
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under the Arny Corps, 404; right?

MR LAUFFER  That's correct. And because it is
a federal pernit, there is no provision of the O ean
Water Act, Section 401, that requires any tinme that a
federal governnent is issuing a federal permt, such as
a section 404 dredge and fill pernmit, it nust get a
Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the
Clean Water act fromthe State

In this case, regul ations pronul gated by
the State Water Resources Control Board del egate to the
Regi onal Board and specifically to the executive
officer, the authority to establish those conditions
that will be incorporated in a certificate of water --
or water quality certification. And then that will be
ultimately incorporated into the Arny Corps of Engi neers
404 permt.

Qur process for reaching 404 permts is
t hrough the back door of Section 401 -- or | should say
the front door of Section 401 of the Cean Water Act.

MR MCDONALD: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: So for anything outside of
wetl ands or riparian, are you saying that this Board
doesn't have the authority, even if it's the area of the
proposed landfill that's going to be inpacted and we're

going to be losing trees, that we have no authority to
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require a replacenent?

MR LAUFFER: That is correct.

I want to clarify that because you're
trai psing on the grounds of what's the limt of this
Board's jurisdiction. There are other statenents made
today by counsel for BFI about the Iimtation on the
Board's authority that | might disagree with. But in
this particular area, the ability to mtigate up-Iand,
if you will, native habitat is really sonething beyond
t he bounds of Section 401 of the Water Quality Contro
Act .

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  To whom woul d t hat
jurisdiction rule on?

MR LAUFFER. My best guess -- and, again, it's
not an area of lawl'mas fanmliar with, but certainly
the State can get an Environmental |npact Report, and
assessing the loss of habitat, could require as a
mtigation condition in their approval of the EIR that
sone of this habitat be replaced. That's fairly comon
for cities to do that. BFI's counsel woul d probably be
in a good position to tell you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: They nay have al ready done
t hat .

Then | wanted to ask: Is it in our

regul ati ons whether or not e-waste is allowed into this

n

161



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

landfill? |Is that sonmething that is appropriate to
bel ong in our regul ations?

MR DI CKERSON: Wi ch ki nd?

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: El ectronic, electric waste,
old conputers, old TV s, whatever.

MR MCDONALD: Such as nonitors.

MR. DI CKERSON: M chael, do you have a thought on

t hat ?

MR LAUFFER: This may be a good opportunity --
and | would hate to put themon the spot -- but to talk
to the Integrated Waste Managenent Board fol ks. | know

t hey have overall responsibility for establishing
el ectronic and e-waste prograns in the state.
| know that there have been bills -- not

that | followed themin the |Iast couple years -- that
require, for exanple, additional proposals because it's
treated as hazardous waste, to require additiona
di sposal fees for cathode ray tubes, your conventiona
nmoni tors for conputers, and whatnot. But in terns of
how t hese are regulated, that's part of a separate
regul atory schene

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE:  All right. M. Nahai, do you
have nore questions?

MR NAHAI: First, | want to pose the question to

you, Mchael: Wuld you conment then on the statenents
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that were nade as to the limts of this Board's
jurisdiction.
MR LAUFFER  Certainly.

First of all, at the great peril of being
alittle long-winded, | think it's inportant to
recogni ze that this Board, in issuing permts like this,
is undertaking a very conplicated task. There are
overl apping and intersecting federal and state
regul atory schenes.

But, as a matter of first principal, this
Board operates under the Porter-Col ogne Water Quality
Control Act. And you have heard counsel for BFI
characterize under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, which is a federal act, and Subtitle D
specifically of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act, which governs solid waste managenent -- nunicipa
solid waste facilities such as what is proposed at
Sunshi ne Canyon; that, you know, there are very specific
and prescriptive requirenments that are established.

Those are carried forward as well in
regul ati ons that have been pronmul gated by the Integrated
Wast e Managenent Board and by the State Water Resources
Control Board, codified both in Title 27 and Title 23 of
the California Code of Regulations. Those |ayout very

prescriptive requirenents for landfill operations. |
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woul d characterize themas nminimal requirements, while
at the sane tine recognizing that those requirenments
were established after substantial congressiona
testimony when Subtitle D was adopted in RCRA. And then
further, when U S. E P.A pronulgated its regulations in
40CFR governi ng muni ci pal public landfills.

And when the State Water Resource Contro
Board and the Integrated Waste Managenent Board
promul gated their regulations, they carefully considered
all the various factors that would go into the
prescriptive requirenents such as conposite liners,
doubl e I'iners for hazardous materials sites, the
eart hquake standard that M. Sheehan asked about
earlier -- those got incorporated into our Title 27
regul ati ons.

But regardless of the fact that issues
started to be parsed out, there's an overarching body of
law with respect to the operation of municipal solid
landfills and the pernmitting for them-- and | haven't
even nentioned the various aspects the Cty and County
have to get into as Local Enforcement Agencies.

The Porter-Col ogne Water Quality Contro
Act gives this Board and encunbers this Board with an
obligation when it issues a discharge requirenment to

consi der the need to prevent nui sance and that
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particul ar provision of Porter-Cologne is a very old
provi sion and predates nany of the various clauses |I've
been di scussing for the |last few nonments.

But nonetheless, it's a power that this
Board is required to continue operating under. And when
we consider the need to prevent nuisance -- nuisance is
defined in Porter-Cologne to mean injurious to the
health of the community and as the result of waste or
t he di sposal of waste. So Porter-Col ogne gives you the
ability to ook at those nui sance issues.

To that extent, that's ny |ong-w nded way
of saying | disagree, to a degree, with Ms. Rubal cava's
characterization that this Board can only | ook at water
quality related i ssues because the Legislature has
spoken on the nui sance issue.

Wth that said, obviously, this Board has
to carefully go through and anal yze what a nui sance
nmeans and what the need to prevent nui sance neans in the
context of the waste discharge requirenent. Those
requi renents under RCRA, those requirenents under the
Health and Safety Code, Public Resources Code, are all
designed to prevent nui sance.

And so, when the Board | ooks at its
obligations with respect to the existing landfill that

is already there that is covered to a certain degree in
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a post-closure operation by the proposed WDORs, and when
this Board separately in the same WDRs | ooked at the
proposed new landfill -- and if the Board wi shes to go
beyond the various requirenments that staff proposed and
that are incorporated in Title 23 and 27 of the
California Code of Regul ations, you need to carefully

| ook at those new nui sance issues, and | think parse

them out separately based on whet her or not you are

| ooking at the existing landfill, which does not have
all the additional liner requirenments on it because it's
an old landfill predating 1991 or -- excuse ne.

Essentially ceasing its operation in prior to 1991. And
the new landfill would include all the prescriptive
requirenents fromthe other applicable state and federa
| aws.

So that's a | ong-w nded way of saying the
Board has trenendous authority; at the same time, you
shoul d be cogni zant of the fact that the Legislature,
the State Water Resource Control Board, U S E P.A
Congress, and the Integrated WAste Managenent Board have
started to ferret out and define through their
prescriptive requirenments what is needed to prevent a
nui sance in a new landfill.

MR. NAHAI: That was a | ong-w nded answer.

MR LAUFFER: And | apol ogi ze
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You said at the last neeting, M. Nahai
and that was "landfills are the ugly underbelly of a
| arger societal problem™ |It's a very conplicated
i ssue.

MR NAHAI: You liked that.
MR LAUFFER  You do have a flair for |anguage

To address that ugly underbelly, it's a
very conplicated regulatory scheme. And | think the
Board should be able to appreciate the various ways in
which it can operate and utilize its power in that.

CHAI RPERSON CLCKE: | have a much nore practica
qguestion still for our staff who is still up there.

Can you talk to nme about the existing
capacity of the open part of the landfill and what, you
know, when you expect that to reach capacity and what
are the, sort of, outside tinmeframes necessary.

Ms. Rubal cava and ot hers were focussing on
timing. And | would like to have an understandi ng of
what the timng is, in practical terns, of how nuch
capacity is left, in which part of the landfill, how
much tine it will take to bring the new landfill to an
operational point, and without regard to issues other
than practicality. You know, just what woul d your
timeline and capacity answer be.

MR NELSON: Sorry to go back and forth here.
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| think BFI will -- they will be able to
answer this better. There is a certain anount of
remai ni ng capacity in the currently operating County
landfill; however, they cannot use all that capacity and
remain in a stable configuration. So that cuts down
consi derably of how nuch they can use.

They, as far as airspace, | believe they
have naybe close to four years renmai ning. But they
can't build it straight up and down. So they need, in
the interim before they can use all the capacity, they
need to either utilize the Gty or there's a portion of
the bridge area, | believe they call it, between the
existing landfill and the Cty/County Iine. And, as
matter of fact, | believe --

Weng, they've subnitted an application for
the bridge area to the County?

MR. YANG Yes.

MR. NELSON: They woul d have to prepare that in
the County before they could use sone of the existing
capacity they have in their current footprint. So |I'm
afraid it's not a very definitive answer, but it doesn't
have a real easy answer.

MR DICKERSON: | can add to that, in the sense
that it's my understandi ng based upon conversations with

BFI, that the nature of the constraints that Rod has
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j ust gone through suggest that they would need to

have -- they only have a very short period of tine
before they need to start building onto the old Gty
Side landfill, and we tal ked about that in terns of the
closure. But they can't do that until the closure is
conplete. So it's ny understanding it's a very short
time, but | would defer to BFI for nore specifics.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ckay. Thank you.

I think that's our staff questions for
Now.
Do you have anot her one?
MR NAHAI: Just two nore real quick
Dennis, we asked Dr. Cozen to attend this
hearing in person.

MR. DI CKERSON:  Yes.

MR. NAHAI: She was unable to do so.

MR DI CKERSON: W were coordinating that through
the good offices of Dr. Stratton. It was our
expectation that she would be here. It turns out that
she had a conflict, a long-standing conflict with this
day, and unfortunately we weren't able to have her here
personal | y.

MR NAHAI: | just wanted to get confirnation
from Rod regarding an earlier question | posed which is

that, sitting here today, we don't know what the
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County's requirements woul d be whether in the c.u.p. or
whet her what kind of requirenents it would have in
connection with any agreenents it might have to enter
into. W just don't know those things, do we?

MR NELSON: That is correct. And, again, BFI
can respond better than | can. But they have to have a
| and-use pernmit obviously to put waste over there.
think they do have that, but you better let themrespond
to that.

MR NAHAI: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Dr. Sinon, could you join us,
pl ease. Are you still here?

Thank you for staying. M. Shaheen has
sone questions for you.

MR SHEEHAN. | was intrigued, | guess, when you
made the comment | think, quote, unquote, "There's a
di sconnect potentially in this case." And | guess
| ooki ng at the notion by the Board of Supervisors, |
guess they are laying on your lap coming back to them
wi th recommendations in 30 days.

G ven everything that you' ve seen and
heard today, | guess, do you think there is a bridge
guess to repair this disconnect? O | nean -- | guess,
I want a little nore color on that particular area.

DR SIMON: Sure. | think there's no question
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that there's a bridge. By that | nean there's really a
very, very intense difference of opinion anongst the
conmunity with regard to what the scientists are saying
And | think the -- | don't want to comrit nyself yet too
precisely to how I'mgoing to respond to the Board
because | have 30 days.

But | would say that it woul d appear that
there is sort of two stages. The first is | think there
is the need to look a little bit nore carefully at the
cancer data. And by that | nean | think we do need to
i nclude a couple additional census tracts in the
analysis and look a little nore carefully at the mx of
cancers that have been reported to the Cancer Registry
wi t hi n those nei ghborhoods. 1've been told by Dr. Cozen
that that can be done within the next week. | would
like to see the birth defects data for that area, if
it's available, fromthe State.

Beyond that, though, | think the response
is nore directly with the community. | think we'll need
to have several neetings at the very |east to gather
additional information regarding exactly what they are
seeing in their comunity, to see if -- to get sone
confirmation that what they are seeing is i ndeed what we
see in the registry, in other words, that we're not

m ssing cases in the registry; to talk about what their
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other health concerns are; to define a conmunity that is
reasonabl e for purposes of further investigation; and
then to consider, again, with the comunity's input sone
sort of possible targeted survey. Although | can't at
this point in tine say what the contents of that survey
woul d be.
M5. DIAMOND: | would like to ask a followup on

that question, Dr. Sinon

You were talking in your conments earlier
about the fact you could structure a survey in the
community where you woul d consi der a host of cancers and
asthma anong children. There were other questions that
were asked at our |ast neeting which we didn't get
i nformati on on today, concerning potential birth
abnormalities, niscarriage rates.

Wul d you be able to structure a survey
that would -- which woul d consider those kinds of
i nformati on as wel |l ?

DR SIMON:. W did ook at low birth weight. W

have very good data on that, that | have confidence in.

The miscarriage issue is very, very
difficult unfortunately because there are no good data
sources and to rely -- we can certainly ask famlies,
but we know from sone scientific studies that an awf ul

ot of mscarriages are actually m ssed.
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M5. DIAMOND: You're tal king then about two
things, | think. You're talking about goi ng back and
| ooki ng at additional census tracks as was done by
Dr. Cozen

DR SIMON.:. Wth the registry data.

MS. DIAMOND: Wth the registry.

DR SIMON:  Yes.

M5. DI AMOND: But also a survey where you woul d
actually go into the community and talk with people

DR SIMON. Talk, that's right.

M5. DIAMOND: Talk with people and gat her
information with the questionnaire.

DR SIMON: Yes. And let ne be clear, exactly.
W woul d need to decide, though, the size of the
community, how we woul d sanpl e househol ds, how we woul d
admini ster the survey. Wuld it be actually going
househol d to househol d versus trying to do it via the
mail or via tel ephone. W would need to define exactly
the contents of the survey.

The questions about cancer, in ny view,
woul d be to deternine whether we've undercounted cancer
in our registry. It wouldn't be to sort of neasure
precisely the burden of cancer in the community because
| feel very confident that the best data we hope to

possibly get is fromthe registry. | amsensitive to
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the remarks of at |east one conmunity nenber, maybe two
that there are now adults, middle-aged adults who
actually spent their childhood in that area and have
noved away and, therefore, would not have been counted

in our cancer statistics.

We have done sone studies with conmunities

that have targeted schools where we've actually
col l ected several classes that nmay have been 20, 25
years ago and done our best to try to track and get
information. Now, it sounds much easier than it really
is to inplement, but we've tried. And in sone of the
cases, we've got enough information to answer our

guesti ons about cancer.

MS. DI AMOND: Having attended sone high schoo
reuni ons nyself, | know that they do a pretty good job
of tracking down al umi .

But just two nore quick questions: You
are responding to the Board of Supervisors in a sense,
as well, in ternms of your sensing this di sconnect and
the need to do nore. |Is this sonmething that the Board
of Supervisors you feel, had asked you to do on their
behal f ?

DR SIMON: No. The sequence really is that |
had sonme pretty in-depth discussions with Dr. Stratton

and had actually read the mnutes fromthe last nonth's
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or actually July neeting and then had been briefed by
Dr. Rangan as well. So we were well along the way to
doing this. M office had cormitted to doing this.

And | only |earned yesterday from our
director of operations, a Dr. Shinon (ph) that there had
actually been a Board notion, which |'m happy to see
It provides further support for what we want to do.

MS. DI AMOND:  Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M. MDonal d?

MR MCDONALD: Yes, to follow up, Doctor, thank
you for staying.

Do you know what the results of this study
will do toward going forward with the Supervisors? |Is
it opposing a pending notion that's going to be taken
up, or it is just fact finding?

DR SIMON: | think at this point, they' ve only
asked for our reconmendations on what shoul d be done to
fully address the comunity concerns regarding health.
It's not clear really beyond that, what they would --
what actions they woul d take.

MR MCDONALD: So it's not in association to any
other action that might be before the Board?

DR. SIMON:  No, no.

And let me clarify, in my viewthere's

sort of two research questions that | think are of great
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interest in the community: One is likely to be
answerabl e, but one is very difficult to be answerable.

First, is there actually an excess of
illness in this conmunity, and with regard to specific
conditions. And | think there is a shot at getting sone
good data and trying to make a sound judgnent about
t hat .

Then the next question, though, is: |If
there is evidence of excess, is that excess causally
related to the landfill?

And | know this is very hard for people to
accept, but in the absence of sone sort of defined
exposure, there's no way to know. There's no magica
bl ood test for someone with an illness that will say
"This was landfill caused." |It's just not possible in
t he absence of a well defined exposure.

So in working with the comunity, | want
themto understand and work through this, but | want
themto understand sort of what we can do and what we
unfortunately can't do.

MR MCDONALD: So good science will tell you in
30 days if there is a connection to the sickness wth
the | ast.

DR SIMON:  No, naybe | nisspoke.

In 30 days we have to have recomendati ons
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to the Board, our Board of Supervisors on how we intend
to investigate the comunity concerns. | think our
i nvestigation of the conmunity concerns mght take at
| east several nmonths, and it could even take four to six
nmont hs dependi ng on what sorts of information we obtain
fromthe community and how we coll ectively decide to
proceed.

That, say, four- to six-nonth, process of
information gathering will help us answer the question
"I's there excess illness in the comunity." But |'m not

confident that it's going to answer the question is

illness causally -- is the illness and if there is
excess illnesses, is it being caused by exposures to the
landfill unfortunately.

MR MCDONALD: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: | may be raising things for
to you think about that you know don't the answers to at
this point. But we have a situation of an existing
landfill, which has been operating under rules that are
not nearly as stringent or protective or designhed to be
as protective of human health as the WDRs that we're
| ooki ng at today.

So, | nean, | raise this as sonething for
your consideration that, you know, if there's any way to

sort of figure out what bel ongs where -- because we
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can't go back and, you know, and nake sonebody do

sonet hing 30 years ago. W don't have that power. But
we want to know that what we're doing today is
protective, and we also need to know if there is any
remedi ati on, you know, whether things need to be fixed
in sone way.

So | would ask that you consider those
things. But | would also ask for your thoughts on this
which is, as we ook at the question of the approvals
that are being requested, is it appropriate to defer
approval for a period of tine to allow you to do your
i nvestigation. And, if so, at what point in your
i nvestigation do you think that we mght want to | ook at
this again. O, in your opinion, wuld you nove these
forward on sort of two parallel tracks?

You may not want to answer that.

DR SIMON: | was afraid you were going to ask
t hat .

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: But that's the question |'m
asking nyself and so | need to ask other people, too.

MR. NAHAI: That's your question to answer.
That's not Dr. Sinon's. He's a doctor and scientist,
and you' re asking hi mwhat WDRs you shoul d use?

CHAl RPERSON CLCKE: Wl |, David, no. That's not

really -- if that's what you think |I asked, let ne ask
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it again.

Wiat | really asked is: Is there a point in
your research at which we would have definitive
information. And, if so, can you tell us when you would
reach that point.

W need to know how -- | think the
research that you are doing is inmportant for this
community just as a stand-al one issue and the fact that
work that's been done by our staff and this Board has
brought that issue to public attention is sonething that
| think is inportant and beneficial

Now, the second part of that question is:
Are you going to be able to give us information in a
period of time which will allow us to cone to
appropriate decision making. O is that sonething
out si de of what you can offer and we are, as David
rightly says, the responsible people to make this
deci si on?

DR SIMON: Utinmately, it's your decision. |
think the issue of what the threshold is that woul d make
you sort of vote in favor as agai nst or versus del ay,
specifically, with regard to health. | nean, | am so
i mpressed with how many other issues there are that are,
you know, out of mnmy area of expertise.

But specifically with health, we wil
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continue to collect additional information. | think and
| am confident we'll have, over the next two nonths,
productive information gathering. But at what point --
but I don't think at the end of the road, we're going to

have anything that's sort of as definitive as everybody

would like. | wish we could, but | don't think so.
I think over the next week or so, |'m
going to get -- and Dr. Stratton as well -- wll get

sone additional information fromthe Cancer Registry
here that, in our nminds, will be quite inportant and
reassuring if it's consistent with what has been our
found so far. | think, if we have the birth defects
data, which hopefully would be available in the next one
to two weeks, that would be reassuring.

I think, though, it's very inportant to
l ook in these sorts of situations not just at the health
side, the statistics, but also what you' re hearing from
your experts with regard to the I evels of potentia
exposure and the exposure pat hways that were discussed.

And so | think that's about, you know, al
I can say.

MR LAUFFER If | can just interject while

Dr. Simon is still up there, there was an issue you
rai sed, Madam Chair, that | think it's inmportant to be

clear for the record, with respect to the Board's
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ability to go back essentially 30 years, if you will.

I think Dr. Sinmon nade it clear, you know,
his health study is going to be going to the
envi ronnental characteristics that are there now, in
other words, that are affiliated with the existing
landfill unit. Qobviously, his inquiry is not going to
go to the proposed landfill expansion

But you were concerned and you actually
ki nd of posed the question to Dr. Sinon about: Well, we
can't reach back in tine. WlIl, that's what this Board
does all the tinme when it issues clean-up and abat enent
orders.

If the health information devel oped as a
result of any additional health work done by Dr. Sinon
Dr. Cozen, and Dr. Stratton identifies that there are
el evated risks out there and then is able to establish
sone sort of causal connection -- because if there is an
identified increased risk, | think that's going to raise
everybody's red flag to start to | ook for causa
connecti ons.

| nmean, who knows, we nmay cone up wth
synergistic effects related to the existing landfill and
to the extent that scientifically that can be
identified, this Board has the power to reach back

t hrough the issuance of a clean-up and abatenment order
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to say now that we've found a pathway to our problem --
again, |I'massunmng that there's one found -- to require
BFI as the operator of that, you know, closed |andfil
to go back and address the issue so that that causa
link is shut down, that pathway is shut down and the
conmmunity i s protected.

| don't want the Board to think that the
problem of the old landfill or that there's the
i mpression that this Board thinks the probl ens
associated with the old landfill will just stay there
forever.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: | know we can go back and do
a clean-up and abatenment order. Wat | nmeant was we
couldn't go back in tine and put those kind of
protections into place that we're putting in this new
landfill.

DR SIMON: Can | nake one nore conment?

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE: Pl ease.

DR SIMON: That it's inportant to note that when
you' re tal ki ng about cancer today, cancer diagnoses
today or this year, often then what you're concerned
about are exposures that nay have occurred ten or twenty
years earlier.

If you're tal king about asthma or in nany

cases of birth defects, then what you're | ooking at
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really are exposures that may have occurred recently.

And very inportantly, if you' re |ooking at
cancer, you can't just lunp all cancers together. You
really have to | ook at the specific types because each
type is just as nuch a different disease as with
infections. Pneunonia is very different than a bl adder
infection which is very different than a throat
infection. Likew se, |ynphoma is incredibly different
than liver cancer or lung cancer. Each type of cancer
has different risk factors. Sone types of cancers have
been shown in the research literature to be nore closely
associ ated with environnmental exposures than other types
of cancer.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you, Dr. Sinon

Any ot her questions for Dr. Sinon at this
poi nt ? Thank you very nuch.

Dr. Stratton, do you have anything you
wanted to add?

DR STRATTON. For the record, | heard this

afternoon fromthe California Birth Defects Mnitoring

Programthat they expect to conplete their analysis by

the end of next week. |'mnot sure whether that neans
they'|Il be able to give me an opi nion over the phone or
when 1'Il get a witten thing. But |I do not think their

whol e analysis is going to take very | ong.
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And | will add, parenthetically, that that
is the beauty of these kinds of registries where the
hard work is done year-in and year-out, to collect the
data, and then when the inportant policy questions comne
up, you know, are you seeing sonething in a particular
area in California, then you can quickly pull the data
out of the system analyze it and get the answer.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you very nuch,
Dr. Stratton. Thank you for being here today.

I just wanted to say, one person asked ne
to ask questions of M. MlIntyre, and |I'm | ooking at the
clock. | know he has to go. He's the representative
fromthe Mayor's office.

M. Mlintyre, could you cone up, please.

MR. MCINTYRE: Thank you.
M5. DIAMOND: | did have a question for you. And
that is:

You cone before us today with a letter
from Mayor Hahn. And | guess ny question is: BFl has
some pernmits issued by the City of Los Angel es, and yet
the City of Los Angeles is com ng before us through the
Mayor and through Gty Councilman Snith, asking us not
to issue these WDRs in order to protect public health.

So if the pernmit that was comi ng up that

was issued by the Gty, | believe it was in 1999 -- |
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don't recall. | think that was the year -- if that was
bei ng asked for today, are you representing that the
Mayor woul d be opposed to that permt that was issued by
the City in 1999?

MR. MCINTYRE: Yes. A decision was nmade by a
previous mayor and council administration and this Myor
woul d be opposed to that.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Any ot her questions for
M. Mlintyre?

Thank you. Thank you for being here
today. Please thank the Mayor for us.

MR. MCINTYRE: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: W al so had questions of
Ms. Bernson. |Is she still here? | think Ms. D anond
had a questi on.

M5. DIAMOND: | was going to ask you a simlar
qguestion, but | know Councilman Snith is new to the
Counci | --

M5. BERNSON. He is.

M5. DIAMOND: -- and obviously he feels very
strongly about these issues and so the council man before
himdid as well.

M5. BERNSON. | can testify to that accurately.

M5. DI AMOND: There were many tal ks around the

di nner table, | bet.
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So he is representing that he would, if he
had been on the Cty Council if this was issued now, he
woul d be opposed to it, quite obviously.

M5. BERNSON. Actually, | want to enter into the
record that that 1999 decision was not a pernit; it was
a zone change. The 1999 was a zone change that all owed
the -- it was the precursor that allowed for the
expansion. So he absolutely -- the 12th District Ofice
was opposed to it then. It will continue to be opposed
to it now.

MR. MCDONALD: So because that was a zone change,
will this have to conme back to the City of L.A again in
the future?

MS. BERNSON I n what respect?

MR. MCDONALD: Right now, they're on the Side of
the County, and it wasn't done in a wholistic approach
to their environnental report. WII the Cty have to

approve anot her environnent report l|ater?

M5. BERNSON: | don't believe so, but there are
still pernmits pending that are subject to the
reopening -- or the reopening, | should say, is subject
to certain pernmits that are still pending.

MR MCDONALD:  You don't know what they are?
M5. BERNSON: | believe there is an Gak Tree

permit and -- there's several pernits.
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MR MCDONALD: Thank you.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: Ms. Bernson, under these --
we've heard that there are various issues that, in fact,
are not ones within the jurisdiction of this Board. But
| think they are ones that we've heard about fromthe
comunity. And | would like to knowif the Gty will be
able to address the question of the different kinds of
up-1land, wetlands, and Cak trees mitigation and
repl acenent and so on.

M5. BERNSON: The Gty does have its own Cak tree

ordi nance that requires replacenment of Cak trees at a

two-to-one ratio. And, | believe, that will be enforced
by the Gty. |In terns of, was there any other
specific --

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Well, I'mgoing to give you

this map so you can see the | egend of the plant
community, and there are things that are chaparral and
Bi g Cone Douglas Fir Forest and so on that are witten
on this map.

MS. BERNSON. | don't have specific information
regarding that. So | would like to defer to another
source if someone is avail able who does have infornmation
on that.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE:  Well, since it's not within

our jurisdiction, nmaybe at the appropriate time it will
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be within yours.

M5. BERNSON. | appreciate that.

May | al so address sonething you asked of
one of your staff?

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Sure.

M5. BERNSON: Wth regard to the DDWR and the
eart hquake stability, it's ny understanding that the
eart hquake stability that needs to be reviewed requires
that the liner be stable for an earthquake for
di spl acenment of up to 12 inches. And | just want to say
to this Board that during the 1994 Nort hridge
Eart hquake, we had di spl acenent of 18 inches. |It's just
sonething to keep in mnd

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.

| wanted to go back to the wetlands
mtigation question for you because this is your
district, and this is sonmething that will be within our
jurisdiction and sonething we woul d appreciate input on

But if there are appropriate |ocations
within the watershed or within the conmmunity, it's
generally our policy to keep mitigations within the
i npacted community. And so that's not sonething we're
dealing with today, but | ask you to think about that
because we will be coming back to | ook at that question

that is within our jurisdiction. Ckay.
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Any ot her questions for Ms. Bernson?

Thank you very mnuch for being here.
Pl ease thank M. Snmith for us.

M5. BERNSON. Thank you.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: M. Haueter fromthe County.

M5. DIAMOND: | thought we should have a ful
sweep of all of our elected officials. Since you were
here representing M. Antonivich, but a notion was
presented to us today fromthe full Board.

Is the Board of Supervisors, all of them
concerned about this? | nean, do you have a sense of --
I know maybe you can't speak for all of them nmaybe you
can only speak for Supervisor Antonivich

MR HAUETER | can speak to this. This
particul ar noti on passed unani nmously.

M5. DIAMOND: Yes. So they also have issued
permits in the past for the --

MR. HAUETER  Yes.

M5. DIAMOND: -- to BFI, and now they're coning
before us and asking us in some way to, you know, stand
back and look at this, take a good hard |l ook at this.
And there's sone concerns about the public health and
wanti ng sone surveys done for health issues to respond
to the comunity

So | guess I'mgoing to ask you the sane
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question: Do you believe that this kind of a pernit
woul d be issued today by the Board of Supervisors, the
kind of pernmit they did issue rather?

MR HAUETER  You're asking ne to speak for five
other -- four other Board nenbers. | know | can tel
you supervi sor Antonivich opposed the permts.

M5. DI AMOND: He opposed when it came before him
bef or e?

MR HAUETER  Yes, and he would be in opposition
to it today.

MS. DI AMOND:  Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Any ot her questions at this
time?

Thank you very much for being here today.

CHAl RPERSON CLOKE: Ms. Rubal cava, could we ask
you some questions, please.

M5. DIAMOND: | have a question for you, and that
has to do with the issue of capacity in the existing
County portion. W heard from BFlI that you're running
out of capacity, that you close at two o' cl ock on many
days. And yet we hear from other people that perhaps
there is enough capacity for a while.

So woul d you give us a sense of what that
capacity really is.

M5. RUBALCAVA: | would be happy to, but I
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beli eve M. Edwards can speak to that issue better than
l.

MR. EDWARDS: There's two issues in regard to
capacity. First of all, there is a daily capacity. And
| just want the Board to know that on a daily base, BFI
as a Conpany, diverts 2,000 tons a day to other
facilities including out of County facilities just to be
abl e to acconmobdat e our existing custoners.

On a daily base, we nmanage our waste
because we do have large contracts such as the Gty of
Los Angeles. W nonitor our incomng tonnage on a
m nut e- by- nmi nute, hour-by-hour base; and when our
al l ocations natch up to when we shoul d cl ose, we close
to all custonmers that do not have an allocation. That
could be at nine o'clock, ten o' clock or noon

In regards to the clai mthat we have not
cl osed every day, it's just plain false. The fact that
we haven't exceeded our tonnage is only because if we
do, we're in violation of our pernmit. So we would never
all ow that to happen.

Overall capacity having to do with the
devel opnent of the County Side, M. Dickerson
characterized it fairly accurately. Currently, we have
very mnimal disposal capacity renaining avail able

capacity remai ning on the County Side, probably through
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spring of next year. W do have additional capacity
that is not available to us because of the difficulty in
constructing those cells.

To give you an exanple, to get roughly a
hal f -- excuse ne -- 5 nillion cubic yards of capacity,
we have to excavate 8 million cubic yards of dirt with
no place to put that dirt. So it's a difficult tine.

W try to plan out as far as we can, and that's why you
see this permt in front of you and also the pernit for
the County bridge, as nentioned by M. Nel son

M5. DI AMOND: Thank you very nuch

MR LAUFFER. Madam Chair, may | ask a foll ow up
on that particular issue Ms. Dianond raised for purposes
of clarifying the record.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Sure.

MR LAUFFER It sounds like there's certain
entities such as City of L.A that have set allocations,
and so on any given day that BFlI is nonitoring the
operations at the County facility, you nmay nake a
determ nation that, say, at eleven in the norning
because we have to reserve allocation potentially for
our large custoners like the Cty, that we may need to
shut down to anybody who does not have an allocation
But if the Gty doesn't end up bringing in their

al l ocation that day, we may end up getting severa
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hundred or potentially thousands of tons -- a thousand
tons short of whatever your daily maxi mumis?

MR. EDWARDS: The first part of what you said is
right. The possibility of thembeing that far off is
negl i gi bl e because we have such a track history on a
day-to-day base with our custoners. W know exactly
what they're bringing in on Monday, Wdnesday, Thursday
or Friday. W have accurate records. And if we see
that we are short, then we can makeup by calling a
transfer station.

MR. LAUFFER. And the effect of that is that you
may start turning away fol ks who do not have an
allocation early in the day but may continue to receive
trash trucks fromthose you do have an allocation with

MR. EDWARDS: That's absolutely correct.

And just to clarify the overall capacity
situation, we divert 2,000 of our own tons. The County
of Los Angel es exports over 5,000 tons a day fromthe
County. The demand -- and anot her reason why we need
these WDRs today is that the demand for our area is
approachi ng 10,000 tons per day. W only have a pernit
for 6,600 tons.

If it please the Board, as well, there is
a question regarding future entitlenents that we have to

get on the County Side in order for us to operate as a
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Cty/County landfill. If it's okay, | would like to
answer that.

Ri ght now, we have a conditional use
permt on the County Side that allows us to bring in
6,600 tons per day. On the Cty Side, we have permits
that we received in 1999 that allows us to bring in
either 5,500 tons a day as a separate City operation or
12,100 as a conmbined City/County landfill. W need no
further discretionary pernmits fromthe Gty of
Los Angeles in regards to entitlenments for the
Cty/County landfill.

On the County Side, we do need to go back
and get a replacenent c.u.p., conditional use pernmit, to
allowus to go to 12,100 so that we can operate at that
| evel anywhere within the confines of Sunshine Canyon.

MR. NAHAI: That was actually -- just to clarify
what | was referring to and what | was aski ng about was
a paragraph in the letter from BFlI dated August 5th,
and, you know, the |anguage that caught ne was it talks
about there's a parenthetical which reads, "and
followi ng the approval of both a County repl acenent

c.u.p." which you refer to "and joint City/County
revenue sharing and operational agreenments."”
MR EDWARDS: Right.

MR NAHAI: Just, all | wanted to clarify was
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that those things are not in place right now They are
in the future.

MR. EDWARDS: Right, and those are really ways by
which the entities will get their nonies that are
associ ated with franchi se fees and such.

There needs to agreenents between the City
and County for both the City and County to get their
nmoney once we're a City/County operation. |If we're
operating separately, of course, we track what tonnage
is going into the County and what tonnage is going into
the Cty, and it's a straight forward accounti ng.

But once we're conbined, City/County and
we're filing anywhere across, you know, the Gity/County
line, then it gets a little bit nore conplicated. Then
that's why you need that further agreenent.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M. Edwards, can you answer
t he e-waste question?

MR EDWARDS: We're not allowed to take e-waste
into the landfill. It's prohibited.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  And how do you check for
e-waste? How do you screen for that?

MR. EDWARDS: W have a very extensive
| oad- checking program and it starts once a truck cones
into the gate and pulls up to the scale. The driver is

interviewed both in regards to where they're coning
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from waste origin, as well as what type of |oad do they
have and if they carry any e-waste or hazardous waste or
[iquid waste.

Secondarily, they go up to the working
phase where the load is tipped, and we have spotters
there trained to identify those types of materials and
al so have our operators who are trained to identify
those types of nmaterials.

In addition to that, we do random | oad
checks where we'll pull a load off to the side, and we
wi Il actually skimthrough and identify anything that
happens to be in that entire load. So we do a random
| oad check of that entire load. W l[ook at everything
that comes in. So we have at |east three or four levels
of screening that takes place to make sure that no
hazardous, liquid, or e-waste gets into our site.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: On anot her question, you've
heard people in the comunity tal k about, you know, not
enough trees in the local parks and nmitigations there.

You're, you know, going to be taking trees
and other plant materials out. Do you see this as an
opportunity for BFI to do beautification in the
i mredi ate conmunity? How does BFI approach this, now
that you heard the public testinmony on this?

MR. EDWARDS: As part of our entitlenments, which
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i nclude the 1993 County approval --

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Well, I'mjust tal king about
from the goodness of your heart here. This is not an
entitlenment.

MR. EDWARDS: | have a good heart.

We work with our surrounding comunities.
In fact, | get calls from Council man Bernson's office
asking us to go to the park and help themclean out a
storm basin or bridged areas where things are mucked up
under the bridge. W have donated thousands and
t housands of Qak trees to the surroundi ng comunity, to
I ocal council nmenbers, as well as, you know, outlying
cities. So we're good corporate citizens. W are
involved in the conmunity. W are going to continue to
be involved in the community however it makes sense for
us and based upon what we're asked for by the
conmuni ties.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Are these things outlined or
conditioned in permits that you received fromthe Gty
or the County?

MR. EDWARDS: Those that | just spoke of, not
necessarily. Although, we do have -- there are severa
ways that, you know, we have nitigation

One is we we've given over a thousand

acres of open space that now is dedicated to the County



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

and the Muntai n Conservancy that is now parkl and.

Secondarily, we have $50, 000 a year that
goes into programs just as you nmentioned that service
the surrounding conmunity. |In addition to that, once we
start our Gty operation, upwards to 3.3 nmillion dollars
that you heard about today will go directly into the
community for basically anything that, you know, that
the charter, or whatever regulatory body is set up to
spend that noney, wants to do with it including
recycling, including alternative waste studies.

And so, actually, there are a nunber of
mtigations that are required of us, where noney is
directed into the imediately surrounding community.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.

M. MDonal d.

MR. MCDONALD: Back to your checking system you
spoke to just prior -- and we heard a | ot about
| eaching -- does your recovery system even though you
don't accept liquid waste, does it recover that, retain
that if it happens to get in, the systemyou're putting
in?

MR EDWARDS: Right. W have, you know, beyond
our | oad checking policy, we have a conposite and
prescriptive conposite liner that is protective, first

of all, of the groundwater so that nothing that could
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cone in contact with the water is able to get out from
under the landfill and into the groundwater.

W have a design that collects those
materials. W renove that | eachate. W treat it, and
and we dispose of it in the sewer. So we can and do
have the ability to contain everything that goes into
the landfill.

MR MCDONALD: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: M. Shaheen, you had one nore
question for M. Edwards.

MR. SHEEHAN. Yeah, sonebody nentioned earlier, a
MRF. And | was just curious, is there still a large
per cent age of what goes to the landfill what would
otherwi se be eligible to be recycled or go to sone other
facility?

MR. EDWARDS: Well, currently, we get -- a little
bit over half of our waste in Sunshine that comes from
transfer stations. Okay. Now, there's a |level of
recycling at nost of the transfer stations. So | would
say over half of the nmaterials com ng in have gone
through a MRF, has gone through -- excuse ne -- in
through a transfer station, has gone through sone type
of sorting to renove recyclable materi al

The other material particularly the Cty

of Los Angeles brings us 3,500 tons per day. The Gty
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of Los Angel es inplenents three-bin service where all of
the cans, bottles and paper are separated fromthe
trash. So fromthat programwe are only receiving that
material that is not recyclable.

So there is a large fraction of materi al
that has already been sorted through with recycl abl es
renoved before it gets to Sunshine Canyon. But we al so
have on-site a buy-back center for cans and bottles and
used oils. W have a green waste drop-off center. W
also utilize construction and denolition materials such
as asphalt for on-site road construction. You know, as
well as we, as a conpany, are very conmitted to
recycling, offering recycling services to all of our
single-fam ly homes that we service in L. A County.

MR SHEEHAN. So you're saying a very smal
percent would be left that comes in there daily that
woul d ot herwi se be eligible to be recycl ed?

MR. EDWARDS: | don't know exactly what that
figure is, but there's a |large extent of recycling going
on before the majority of the naterial gets to the
landfill.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  You do take waste from
apartnment buil dings, and apartnents don't have
recycling; right?

MR EDWARDS: Yes. Yes. And that is a focus,
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know, of our conpany, and it is also a focus of the City
of Los Angel es because, as we nentioned earlier, the
City of Los Angeles -- both residential and

comrercial -- generates upwards of 15,000 tons a day
with only 3,500 of that com ng fromsingle-fanily hones.
So there's a large block of material, particularly from
mul ti-fanmly hones that, you know, the recycling
progranms are being focussed on. And |'msure we're
goi ng to see huge inprovenents in that over the next
coupl e of years.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Is that a responsibility of
the Gty to pass new |l egislation, or is that a corporate
responsibility of yours or both?

MR. EDWARDS: Well, | think it's an industry
i ssue, although the requirenments for neeting certain
recycling requirements fall on the jurisdictions. W
like to think we're open to work with the City; we're
open to work with other cities and even unincorporated
areas in hel ping them devel op those prograns. And al so
the California Integrated Solid Waste Managenent Board
is also. A certain amount of funds we give into that
program goes to assist in devel opi ng progranms for
i ncreased recycling.

CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you.

Any ot her questions for M. Edwards?
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I have what | think is a last question for
M. Lauffer which is a question of --

MR EDWARDS: Thank you.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Thank you, M. Edwards.

| think it's a question of what are the
options for incorporating new health information as we
nmove forward, | nmean. |Is that clear enough?

MR LAUFFER: It's very open-ended.

CHAl RPERSON CLCKE:  Yeah, it's open-ended in ny
mnd too. | think there are various options, and sone
of them have a tighter tinefrane than others.

MR LAUFFER In looking at the health study
issue, if you will, there are a variety of options the
Board has.

First of all, you heard the County is
interested in this issue. They have resources. The
Board coul d defer, because Waste Di scharge
Requirements -- and |'mgoing to start with the | east
option, if you will. So the Board has the continuing
opportunity and authority to review and revise those
di scharge requirenments. They don't serve for a set term
i ke our NPDES pernits that are issued. As a result,
the Regi onal Board could essentially sit back and
indicate that it intends to review the health study when

the health study is conpleted by the County.
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Anot her option would be for the Regiona
Board, as a conponent of the Waste Di scharge
Requirements, to explicitly require -- essentially,
recogni zi ng that under the nui sance provision of
Port er- Col ogne, the Board has the responsibility to
consi der the need to prevent nui sance and assure that
the Waste Di scharge Requirenents for the existing
landfill -- | think it's inportant to keep that
i ssue focussed, the health study issue, focussed on the
existing landfill because that's what it will concern.
That under those nuisance provisions, the Board place an
affirmative obligation on the discharger staff and, to
the extent that we can receive the cooperation fromthe
Ofice of Environmental Health Hazardous Assessnent, the
County, the U S.C. Cancer Registry, so on and so forth,
to conduct a refined and updated heal th studi es and
i nformati on fromthat be brought back to the Board so
that that can be used in considering whether the Waste
Di scharge Requirenments for the existing landfill need to
be refined or whether any other appropriate action would
be necessary.

Anot her option -- and | will be perfectly
honest that this option, froma |egal perspective, is
not as firmin terns of firmy grounded in the

Porter-Col ogne Act, would be for the Board to continue
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deferring the issue until the health studies are
conpleted. And the reason | say it would not be as
firmy grounded i s because the existing landfill is
already there; it is already covered by Waste Di scharge
Requirements. It is that existing landfill that
continues to ostensibly -- you know, if the Board is to
assune that there is a health issue out there or at

| east to accept the evidence of individuals that
testified that are additional cancer concerns wthin

t hat nei ghborhood -- | think you heard Dr. Sinbn say
there is a disconnect between the science and the
communi ty.

So there's certainly evidence in the
record to indicate that there at | east may be a need to
further evaluate that issue. But the problemis from
t he perspective of Porter-Col ogne, |ooking at that, the
i ssuance of these Waste Di scharge Requirenents don't
address or hinge on that need to prevent nuisance
because -- if there is a nuisance. 1In other words, if
there is something injurious to health because of the
waste that is already out there, it is there whether or
not these Waste Di scharge Requirenents are adopted by
t he Board today.

So for that reason, in terns of in respect

to the issue of the need to prevent nuisance and
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considering the need to prevent nuisance, the Board's
actions would not be affirned in ternms of del aying
further the Waste Di scharge Requirenent and waiting for
the results of that health study because they really
won't have any bearing on the new landfill, if you will.

And that's ny initial take on options.
Qoviously, I"'mwilling to entertain and provi de conment
on any other options the Board may wi sh to consider with
respect to that. |If health study requirenents were to
be incorporated into the WDRs, certainly there's
| anguage that | could work up and provide to the Board.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  Thank you.

| have one other area that | |ike to get
your opinion on. And that is that | renmain very
unconfortable with the fact that there are so many
unresol ved i ssues. The County still has the conditiona
use permt to issue; the Gty has other permts to
i ssue; just the whole the political nind has changed
since the initial approvals were issued. That's been
made very clear to us both at the City level and the
County level, that the political nind has changed.

And |I'm concerned with maki ng deci si ons,
not having a full know edge of all the other decisions
that are going to be nade having to do with this new

part of the landfill. And so | don't know how --
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don't know how to frame that in terns of folding that
into a current approval for sonething that doesn't yet
exi st, when | know that all these other approvals that
are out there are in a very shaky |l andscape and sone of
t hem haven't happened. The ones that have happened, the
| andscape has changed under them and the ones that are
goi ng to happen, we don't know what they are going to
ook Iike. And so | don't want to -- | want to be part
of a whole and not, you know, be a disconnect. | don't
want to be a further disconnect.

MR. LAUFFER: | certainly understand --

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: That nay not be a | ega
i ssue, and you can say that to ne.

MR LAUFFER: And that's exactly where | want to
go.

| understand the Board's concerns there
because obviously -- it's not always the case that we're
one of the last approvals for these types of facilities.
In this case, the way the timng worked out, it happens
to be the case.

Wth respect to the expansi on contenpl at ed
by these WDRs, ny understand is that there is very
little left in the way of approvals, and you really do
have a conpl ete sense

Now, this Board was put into a
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politically, although | wouldn't say legally tenuous
position, because of the shifting political |andscape
with respect to the Gty. And to that extent, as nuch
as | would like to provide and guide the Board in that
respect, it really --
CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: | don't think you can
MR. LAUFFER: | can't.

That said, you know, the Board shoul d be
aware that it frequently has to make deci si ons when
ot her agencies will be taking the analysis and being
forced to, you know, issue revised conditional use
permits or take subsequent actions. |It's not something
this Board does -- or it is sonmething this Board does on
a fairly regular basis.

The other thing to recognize, and | think
it's sonething that M. Nahai got into. And to a
certain extent, your question drives at, the issue that
there's a lot of balls in the air, there's a lot of
uncertainty and we don't know what will happen with
respect to the County extension and what not.

But with respect to this Board and the
authority that its operating under with respect to
Port er- Col ogne, yes, it's very broad authority,
especi ally when you're | ooking at the need to prevent

and consider nuisance. | think that those are the kind
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of inquiries you want to | ook at very carefully. But
whet her or not the County approves and additiona
actions are taken with respect to the County extension
landfill, that does not alter the types of requirenents
that this Board woul d i ssue because of the very
prescriptive nature that is established under RCRA and
under Title 23 and 27.

The one place where there is sort of a
cunul ative consideration is not in our Board' s issuing a
di scharge requirenent; it's actually in the analysis
that's done under CEQA, by the |l ead agency which did
actually |l ook at the cunul ative affect of a City and
County operation of a landfill.

And | knowit's very enticing to be able
to want to know exactly what's going to happen with
respect to all the pieces, but with respect to issuing
t hese Waste Di scharge Requirenents, the focus under
RCRA, under Public Resources Code, the Health and Safety
Code, and Title 23 and Title 27 really is on the
prescriptive requirenent in this landfill.

And then beyond that on Porter-Col ogne
| ooking at the existing landfill and the proposed
expansion within the Gty confines to deternine whether
or not there is anything additional the Board needs to

consider with respect to the need to prevent nuisance.
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And as much as | would like to provide further guidance
on the political issue, | just cannot.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: | don't think anybody can

M5. DI AMOND: As we deliberate, though, you talk
about the powers that we have under Porter-Col ogne with
regard to the issue of nuisance and define that as
public health issues. At the |ast neeting, we asked the
staff to cone back to us with answers to many questions
which they did conme back with answers to many questi ons.
However, we didn't get information, and understandably
ina nonth, we know it wouldn't be possible to get that
i nformation.

Those were issues about respiratory --
what were the issues of respiratory disease, asthmatic
children, birth defects.

And so it seenms to ne that we need
information in order to exercise that authority under
Port er- Col ogne on those issues. | still don't know the
answers to those questions, and |'m hoping that there
will be -- and | think Dr. Sinon indicated that shortly
he will have sone information that they'll be gathering
fromthe community and fromthe registry, increasing the
nunbers of cancers and the census tract. So | guess |'m
feeling the need for nore information

MR LAUFFER: If | can just say one thing, and ny
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thinking is, | realize the Board has the responsibility
that is nuch broader and you need to bal ance i ssues.

But | think it's inportant, and | hinted
at it in a couple statenments | made. The Board has to
be very careful in terms of parsing out the issue of
nui sance and what the health study will do.

The health study is not going to tell this
Board -- and believe ne, | synpathize, as the attorney
for this Board, | want to have as nuch information in
the record as possible so our decision is as solidly
grounded as possi bl e and as defensible as possible
because there's a very good |ikelihood that no matter
what this Board does, one or both sides will be
chal l enging this Board's actions.

Now, in saying that, | really encourage
the Board to stay focussed on the two di fferent aspects
that are covered by the waste di scharge requirenment and
the inmportant question that nmay be answered by that
heal t h st udy.

The Waste Di scharge Requirenents covered
the closure for the existing landfill. The health study

is only going to provide us information about that

existing landfill and exposures that could be related to
the existing landfill which is unlined, which is very
ol d.
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The issue that is generating -- to be
perfectly honest, and | say this as the Board's
counsel -- the nost political heat is not that issue.

It is the expansion with a landfill that will have a
conposite liner that will have additional requirenents
that your staff has required that go above and beyond
what is contenpl ated under RCRA and above and beyond the
nm ni mum requi renents under Titles 23 and 27 and the Code
of Regul ati ons because staff has heard the concerns of
this Board and of interested persons who want to be nore
pr ot ect ed.

And | say that because the health study is
not going to have any bearing on those issues. It's not
going to tell us whether a conposite |liner and whether
t he key groundwater protection systenms is protective of
this public and this community that is close to the
landfill and that appears to have suffered sonme injury
and had legitimte concerns as brought before this
Boar d.

That's where the nost political heat is
on, on the new expansion. That's where the health study
is really is not going to provide us any additional
information. And | think it's very inportant to keep --

MR. NAHAI: M chael, you strayed a little bit

afield fromjust purely legal issues. So |I'mgoing to
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give nyself the liberty of disagreeing with you on a
coupl e things that you said.

First, with respect to the issue of the
County, | understand that what is being put before us is
the Gty Side expansion. But what is also clear to
everybody is what is contenplated is a County/City joint
landfill. | mean, the naterials are full of that
intention. It's not sonething we can sinply turn a
blind eye to.

What has been troubling ne now, for all of
these hearings is that we have not had the County tel
us exactly what it is that they -- | nmean, what we've
been told is: GCh, you don't need to think about that
because there was this FSEIR that was done back in 1998.
And so what the conditions of the County c.u.p. mght be
or mght not be or what their input might be on this
process, but the expansion of the landfill that is right
on the County border is sonething that we should be
concerned about, and | don't agree with that.

I think we have a glaring vacuum
t hr oughout these proceedings in that we haven't heard
fromthe County, and | posed the question a couple
times: What is it that the County is going to want to
see here? And the answer is: W sinply don't know

The only indication we had fromthe County
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is a unani mous resolution fromall supervisors saying
that the community concerns have to be dealt with and
the representative of Supervisor Antonivich, who, in no
uncertain terns, opposed the adoption of these WRs.
just want to put that as a counter to what was said.

The second thing that | would like to take
issue with is: I'mnot sure it's true that the health
studies that Dr. Sinmon is contenplating will have no
bearing on the decision that we're naking.

| cannot disagree with that concl usion
because | think what the study is going to do is tell us
whet her there is an incidence of higher disease and
adverse health in the comunity than what is the nean
average in other comunities. And that in and of itself
is very useful information.

Now, it may be that we'll conclude that
the new landfill with everything that's being proposed

init is going to deal with those issues. But that

doesn't mean -- that doesn't nean that the information
in and of itself as to whether a landfill and living
near a landfill gives rise to higher incidences of birth
defects or respiratory illness -- | think that

information certainly will bear on what it is that we
do.

But | think even apart fromthat, just to
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echo what Ms. Dianond said, | nean |, too, find nyself
here not with the [evel of confort of know edge that |
would like to have in order to vote for the staff
reconmendation at this tine

You know, sone of the questions have been
answer ed; many of them haven't. This issue of the
cunul ative inpact for ne is still up in the air because
we haven't heard fromthe County. You know, a principa
witness on all of the health issues and, therefore, the
nui sance issue is Dr. Cozen, who wasn't here. Al we
have are her reports and all kinds of things that have
been attributed to her, but we haven't had an
opportunity to see her, to talk to her, to get her
expertise from her

The issue of Dioxane, in ny opinion, has
not been adequately explored or explained. You know, we
just have been told, you know, we're going to put up a
wall, and that will deal with that issue. And | don't
think that that's an adequate response to just what is
t he Di oxane pl une; you know, how big is it; where did it
cone from is it produced by the landfill; isn't it.

So |, too, find nyself in a place of just
havi ng these questions that | feel are unanswered. And
at the same tine, | feel very strongly the issue of the

need to provide additional capacity for waste. But when
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| weigh these things -- and | know Dr. Sinon is going to
conme back in 30 days with recomendations to the
County -- | just don't think there is enough here at
this time for us to, in effect, turn our backs on the
grief of an entire comunity and not hear what they
want, which is they want this issue of their health
studi ed, which is sonething the County has directed
happen. | would like to see what it is that Dr. Sinon
cones back with in 30 days.
So that's my position

MR SHEEHAN. Ooviously, a lot of work has been
put into this, and I'mkind of blown away by how rnuch
additional information has conme back to us since the
July neeting. There is no way that | would be
confortable at all sitting here | ooking at the nature of
the issues that are still outstanding and renaining
wi t hout hearing back from County Health with what they
are | ooking at.

And, you know, | keep going back to the

eart hquake, and | keep getting confused again and now
there's another conment there from Ms. Bernson on that

issue. So that isn't necessarily the biggest driving

i ssue, but it seenms to ne there's still a lot of
unanswer ed questions that are still there.
MR. MCDONALD: | guess we go into our
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del i berati ons now.

From ny standpoint, | think I also | ook at
it froma science standpoint. | don't think we're at
the point at which we're really trying to address the
water concerns. | don't think that we're going to get
anything different.

| don't think in 30 days, | don't think in
six months, the people who are responsible for the
aqueducts and facilities close to that landfill that we
were worried about initially -- DWP., MWD. -- they
stated their position.

I think as far as the experts from our
staff have stated their positions, | think we definitely
have to take into account what the people are saying.
don't discount anything they are saying as not true; |
think it is true. But | don't think we're going to
change any of that with a 30-day wait. | nean, that's
just ny honest opinion

I think we're | ooking at an i ssue before
us that's going to be the sane issue before us in 30
days or 60 days. They are going to have concerns, and
they're going to cone down here and voice their
concerns. And we're going to feel synpathy for them
And | feel very nmuch that | w sh we could have addressed

it a while ago.
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In the end result, we'll have to say: Do
we want this expansion to go forward or not on the basis
of pure science. And | don't think that's going to
change. | don't think our staff report is going to
change. | don't think MWD. or DDWP. wants or is
| ooking at the Water Quality issues.

From ny standpoint, | would feel
confortable with taking staff recommendations. But |
woul d adhere to the Board najority if you feel you need
nore tine to consider it.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Ms. Di anond.

M5. DIAMOND: | sort of stated ny opinion by sone
of the questions that | asked, but | don't feel
confortabl e today maki ng this decision.

| do think that the first role we have to
play is a concern for public health. | mean, that's the
role that we -- that all agencies have to | ook at first,
is safety and welfare and health of the public. And I
woul d feel nore confortable making this decision when we
get the information fromDr. Sinon. Mybe it will not
be definitive.

But | believe that, if the County
Supervi sors, the Mayor of the Gty of Los Angeles, the
counci | man who represents that district, Congressnan

Sherman who represents that district, and the Gty
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Attorney are asking us to take a deeper | ook at this,

then -- and people, nost inportantly, are asking us to
make sure that they are being protected, | feel that |
can't -- | can't nake this vote today. | need to know

nore, and | agree with David.

Look, when you get information from
scientists on studies of people in the community as
opposed to only the census track, which are also very
i mportant and based upon sound science, | think you may
cone up with information that is relevant and inportant
and, if nothing else, we know that the decision we're
maki ng i s based on the best information currently
affecting the people in that community. And | don't
think waiting 30 days is going to make a difference in
terns of the overall long-termwaste situation in this
city. But it may nake a difference to sonme of the
public policy decisions that we nmake and that ot her
agenci es nake.

So, I"'msorry. But | really feel | need
to wait for nore of that health information. So | can't
support goi ng ahead with the WDRs today.

CHAI RPERSON CLOKE: |1'mgoing to ask M. Nahai to
make a notion, please.
MR NAHAI: |If Dr. Sinon is going to conplete his

recomendations in 30 days, | would nake a notion that
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we have the matter cone back in 60 days.

Motion to continue it for 60 days.

MR LAUFFER: Can | add a point of clarification
because | know that the individuals fromthe conmmnity,
| have no doubt, it's a burden for themto cone down
here and bring the items up. | think you heard
Dr. Sinmon testify that it's in 30 days he's naking his
reconmendations to the County.

Qovi ously, he hasn't reached what those
are going to be. But | think it's also very clear that
wi thin 60 days, he's not going to have a concl usion

MR NAHAI: W understand that. But what we're
trying to do, | think, here -- what we're trying to
craft is to be fair to BFl, not to put BFl off
indefinitely. W want to send a nessage to BFl that we
want to be very nuch vigilant; we want to be fair. W
want to nake -- we want to try to ninimze the
prejudice. At the sanme tinme, what we want to say to the
comunity is that this Board is not going to turn a
blind eye to your pain.

And so in 60 days we understand that we
won't have concl usions, but Dr. Sinon would have at
| east conpleted his initial report back to the County.

Ckay. Enough. |'msorry.

CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: We just took you off the
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Board, M chael
Let's go back, and | think David' s notion
which is for a continuation for 60 days to all ow
Dr. Stratton and Dr. Sinon tinme to better understand
this issue, but also not -- | think it's inportant that
David said this -- it's not to defer this for so long
that it beconmes burdensone to the Applicant because we
see both sides of this issue.
So is there a second?
MR SHEEHAN. |'Ill second.
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE: Seconded by M. Shaheen
Can we have a vote, please. Al those in
favor.
(Response by board nenbers.)
CHAlI RPERSON CLOKE:  And that notion carried
unani nmously.
Do | have a notion for adjournment?
MS. DI AMOND: So noved.
CHAI RPERSON CLOKE:  All those in favor.
(Response by board nenbers.)
CHAlI RPERSON CLCKE:  Thank you, very rmuch
everybody. That notion passes and this neeting is
adj our ned.

(At 5:50 p.m the neeting is adjourned.)
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